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CHAPTER I. STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 
The concept of mass action for individual benefit is not a recent 
development in societal relations between employer and employee. 
Demonstrative human behavior by man has existed throughout man's history. 
Today, nearly every segment of society has employed the concept of 
demonstrative mass action for individual benefit. 
So, too, have modifications come to pass in teacher-superintendent-
board relationships. Teachers are becoming more highly organized, more 
articulate, and more determined that their voices shall be heard and 
recognized in educational decision-making. Board members face this new 
force with varying degrees of acceptance or resistance. Superintendents 
and school business administrators are pondering their changing roles in 
teacher-board dialogue. Certain communities and states have moved faster 
than others in adjusting to the changing dynamics of negotiations. 
Regarding the role of administrators, Forrest E. Conner (2, p. 30), 
Executive Secretary of the American Association of School Administrators, 
stated: 
Of this we can be sure; school administrators cannot afford 
to be in the untenable position of trying blindly to apply 
traditional concepts to new and changing circumstances. 
School administrators must reassess, and, when appropriate, 
reshape and redesign their leadership role, using all the 
intelligence, insight, and understanding which can be 
brought to bear. 
Need for the Study 
The public school board of education and the superintendent hold 
vital positions in the American public school system. As is evidenced in 
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news coverage of increased teacher militancy across the nation, an urgent 
need exists for changing roles and patterns of communication within the 
school system. Appropriate channels, which may in some cases exist 
theoretically, must now be set up. Collective negotiation has appeared 
on the scene as a possible means to effect solutions to many educational 
problems. The board of education and the superintendent are in key posi­
tions to initiate and develop, along with teachers, negotiation procedures 
to bring about a more stable educational system. 
A study completed by Marvin O'Hare (29) included perceptions of Iowa 
teachers and superintendents of collective negotiations. This study was 
designed to obtain needed perceptions of Iowa school board members and 
superintendents relative to collective negotiations. 
In this study perceptions were sought from Iowa school board members 
and superintendents relative to what should be negotiable and the nature 
of their roles in the negotiation process. This information can be of 
value in application generally to Iowa school systems, providing a 
verification of what is being considered across the state. The data 
obtained from this study may also provide an invaluable framework upon 
which individual school districts can construct negotiations suited to 
their particular personnel and locale. It is further hoped that this 
research project will help clarify a rather nebulous phrase—"collective 
negotiations"—and stimulate the use of this tool in mending serious rifts 
on the educational scene. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The general problems of this study were: 
1. To determine the perceptions of public school board members and 
superintendents of randomly selected Iowa school districts regarding what 
should be considered negotiable between the board of education and the 
professional staff of public school teachers in the following general 
areas: 
a. Negotiation procedure 
b. Rights of teachers' organizations 
c. Teacher activities 
d. Instructional program 
e. Personnel policies and practices 
f. Salary policy 
g. Fringe benefits 
2. To determine the perceptions of school board members and superin­
tendents of these selected districts relative to the nature of their roles 
in negotiation procedures. 
Hypotheses 
In this study, the following hypotheses were tested to determine if 
there were any significant differences between public school board members 
and superintendents in their perceptions of the problems as stated. 
1. There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents in their perceptions of the right of teachers to negotiate 
collectively with their local school board. 
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2. There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents in their perceptions relative to the enactment by the 
state legislature of a statute prescribing the content of negotiations for 
local school systems. 
3. There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district regarding negotia­
tion procedure as a negotiable topic in collective negotiations. 
4. There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions of the 
negotiability of Items relative to the rights of the teachers' organiza­
tion. 
5. There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district In their perceptions of what 
teacher-activity items should be negotiable. 
6. There is no significant difference In perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district relative to what 
should be negotiable in the instructional program. 
7. There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions of what 
should be negotiable in the area of personnel policies and practices. 
8. There Is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same district in their perceptions of the negotia­
bility of salary policy items. 
9. There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members sr.d cjpcrintcndcnts cf the saûiG scuool ulâCïlcL wiLu lêgiiiù Lu 
whether or not fringe benefits Items should be negotiable in 
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collective negotiations. 
10. There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions of the 
content of collective negotiations. 
11. There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district with regard to their percep­
tions of the directness of participation of the board of education in 
collective negotiations. 
12. There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions relative 
to whether the board of education should take the initiative In setting 
up collective negotiations. 
13. There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions of the 
role of the board of education In collective negotiations. 
14. There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district with regard to 
the role of the superintendent in collective negotiations. 
15. There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district regarding the role 
of the board of education and the role of the superintendent in collective 
negotiations. 
Source of the Data 
TU J 1 _J A.J J 1 „r J J —u 1 
to obtain the perceptions of Iowa public board of education members and 
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superintendents regarding the content of collective negotiations, and the 
role of board members and the role of superintendents in collective 
negotiations. The respondents for this study were from randomly selected 
(stratified by enrollment size) Iowa public school districts. The source 
of the school districts was the Iowa Educational Directory for the 1968-
1969 School Year (18). 
Delimitations 
The scope of this investigation was limited to members of public 
school boards of education and public school superintendents of school 
districts maintaining four-year high schools in Iowa for the 1968-1969 
school term. Excluded from this study were schools that were either 
church related or private in nature. 
Because of Iowa's rural composition and numerous small school 
districts, the results of this study cannot describe perceptions of school 
board members or superintendents of the more populous states with much 
larger school systems. 
Organization of the Study 
In this study, the material was divided into six chapters. The 
first chapter Includes the statement of the problem, hypotheses to be 
tested, iources of data, and delimitations. The second chapter presents 
a summarization and analysis of related literature and research. The 
review of literature presents (a) a brief history of the development of 
collective negotiations and definitions of the term "collective negotia­
tions," (b) the role of the school board of education and the 
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superintendent in negotiations, (c) the content of collective negotia­
tions, and (d) the legal status of collective negotiations. 
The methodology and procedure for the study are discussed in the 
third chapter. In the fourth chapter the findings relative to the data 
collected from the mailed questionnaire are presented. Chapter five 
includes a discussion of the findings with the Intent of emphasizing areas 
of strong agreement and disagreement. Chapter six summarizes the entire 
study and gives recommendations. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This chapter presents the literature surveyed in this study. Four 
broad areas were presented in this review: (a) a brief summation of the 
historical development of collective negotiations, (b) the role of the 
board of education and the superintendent in collective negotiations, 
(c) the content of collective negotiations, and (d) the legal status of 
collective negotiations. 
Historical Development of Collective Negotiations 
Collective action seems to be a characteristic of the American 
society. The passage of the National Labor Relations Act in 1935 guaran­
teed for the first time in law the right of workers in private Industry 
to have collective action. The American Federation of Teachers has 
insisted since 1935 upon collective negotiations based on the National 
Labor Relations Act. 
American urbanization and growth have aided the development of 
negotiations between the employer and employee. In education, collective 
action Is a new phenomenon. In the early years of this century, public 
employees were not considered to have any rights of collective action. 
Increased competition and the demand for increased preparation of 
professional workers have forced local, state, and governmental units to 
match working conditions, salaries, and fringe benefits. John F. 
Kennedy's Presidential Executive Order No. 10988 in 1962 established the 
right of federal employees to organize and to negotiate with their 
employing units regarding policies and working conditions. 
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Many factors have contributed to the maturation of teaching as a 
real, not token, profession. Among these factors are: increasing levels 
of preparation and competence of teachers, the growing size of schools, 
the trend toward teaching as a life career, urbanization, and greater 
teacher-induced efforts for better and stronger professional standards. 
These developments have led to teachers' pressing for negotiations. 
Perhaps the first intimation of the coming evolutionary process 
occurred in 1938 with a pronouncement by the Educational Policies 
Commission (2, p. 23) which stated: 
The entire staff of the school system should take part in 
the formulation of the educational program ... To Indicate 
the place of leadership in all good administration is not 
to deny the large part to be played in the development of 
policy by all professional workers. Our schools are organized 
for the purpose of educating children . . . for participa­
tion in a democratic society . . . Certainly these virtues 
may not be expected to abound among those who are taught 
unless they are found also in the experiences of teachers . . . 
This pronouncement did not hint at formal agreements to be entered into by 
boards and teachers, and there is no intimation that formal negotiation 
procedures should be adopted. However, this statement does relate some 
of the basic principles of what is now known as collective negotiations. 
In 1946 the Norwalk, Connecticut, Board of Education and the Norwalk 
Teachers' Association entered Into what is believed to be the first col­
lective negotiation agreement for teachers. The Norwalk (28) agreement 
was upheld in 1951 by the Connecticut Supreme Court of Errors. 
Connecticut appears to have been the early leader due to the many efforts 
of its state education department, association of school boards, 
I i 1) Li-IIU CU LM OiiU scobc o ^ ^ "r, 
for colleciJve agreements for negotiation. 
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In 1957, the National Association of Secretaries of State Teachers' 
Associations devoted its annual meeting to a study of the need for 
professional negotiation procedures. 
In that same year, 1957, the American Federation of Teachers' 
President, Carl J. Megel, secured the adoption of a statement from the 
AFL-CIO convention which designated the National Education Association as 
a company union. 
In 1960, the first resolution for professional negotiations reached 
the floor of the NBA Representative Assembly. By 1962 an NBA resolution 
on professional negotiations was approved. This resolution used for the 
first time the term, "professional negotiations." The resolution of 1962 
(revised 1965) is as follows (24, p. v): 
National Education Association Resolution 15 
Professional Negotiations 
The teaching profession has the ultimate aim of providing 
the best education possible for all the people. It is a 
professional calling and a public trust. Boards of education 
have the same aim and share this trust. 
The National Education Association calls upon boards of educa­
tion in all school districts to recognize their identity of 
interest with the teaching profession. 
The National Education Association insists on the right of 
professional associations, through democratically selected 
representatives using professional channels, to participate 
with boards of education In the formulation of policies of 
common concern, Including salary and other conditions of 
professional service. 
Recognizing the legal authority of the board of education, 
the administrative function of the superintendent, and the 
professional competencies of teachers, the National Education 
Association believes that matters of mutual concern should 
be viewed as a joint responsibility. The cooperative develop­
ment of policies is a professional approach which recognizes 
that the superintendent has a major responsibility to both 
the teaching staff and school board. It further recognizes 
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that the school board, the superintendent or administration, 
and the teaching staff have significantly different contribu­
tions to make in the development of educational policies and 
procedures. 
The seeking of consensus and mutual agreement on a profes­
sional basis should preclude the arbitrary exercise of 
unilateral action by boards of education, administrators, or 
teachers. 
The Association believes that procedures should be established 
which provide for an orderly method of reaching mutually 
satisfactory agreements and that these procedures should 
include provisions for appeal through designated educational 
channels when agreement cannot be reached. 
The Association commends the many school boards, school 
superintendents, and professional education associations which 
have already initiated and entered into written negotiation 
agreements and urges greater effort to Improve existing 
procedures and to effect more widespread adoption of written 
agreements. 
The National Education Association calls upon its members and 
affiliates and upon boards of education to seek state legisla­
tion and local board action which clearly and firmly establish 
these rights for the teaching profession. 
It should be noted that two revisions took place In the NEA resolution. 
The Seattle Convention in 1964 repealed a negative paragraph about labor 
machinery and gave greater visibility to the role of the superintendent. 
It recognized the legal authority of the board of education, the 
administrative function of the superintendent, and the professional 
competencies of teachers and stressed that matters of mutual concern should 
be viewed as a Joint responsibility. The revised resolution also stressed 
that the cooperative development of policies is a professional approach 
which recognizes that the superintendent has a major responsibility to 
both the teaching staff and the school board. 
of Teachers (4, p. 108), wrote: 
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The term "collective bargaining" is a wonderfully explicit 
and meaningful phrase. It carries with it the implication 
of both democracy in action and strength, since the actual 
negotiations are between the elected teacher union representa­
tives and the board of education, the legally constituted 
school authority. 
It must be emphasized that collective bargaining is a means 
for winning Improved goals and not the goal itself. The 
existence of a contract means that decisions of salaries, 
working conditions, and other matters within the scope of the 
collective bargaining agreement can no longer be made 
unilaterally by the school administration. Instead, the 
contract outlines effective participation by the teachers' 
union and its members in the formulation of school policies 
and programs under which they work. The implementation of 
these techniques greatly increases the dignity of teachers. 
In reviewing the historical development of negotiations, there is 
need to define this term. 
Lieberman and Moskow (21, p. 418) defined negotiations—whether it be 
called collective negotiations, collective bargaining, or professional 
negotiations—as a process whereby employees as a group and their 
employers make offers and counter-offers in good faith on the conditions 
of their employment relationship for the purpose of reaching a mutually 
acceptable agreement, and the execution of a written document Incorporating 
any such agreement if requested by either party. They further described 
it as a process whereby a representative of the employees and their 
employer jointly determine their conditions of employment. 
The National Education Association (24, p. 1) defined professional 
negotiations as a set of procedures, written and officially adopted by 
the local association and the school board, which provides an orderly 
method for the school board and the local association to negotiate, 
Lliipiurc»»ii)ual cltannels, on matters of mutual concern, to reach 
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agreement on these matters, and to establish educational channels for 
mediation and appeal in the event of impasse. 
The American Federation of Teachers felt it appropriate for its 
locals to bargain over anything that affects the working life of the 
teacher. It further defined "collective bargaining" in the following 
manner (A, p. 3); 
Collective bargaining may be defined as negotiations about 
working conditions between an employer and an organization of 
employees with a view to reaching an agreement. The collec­
tive part of the term is usually viewed as the workers organized 
in some kind of association, the purpose of which is to seek 
for its members better wages and working conditions. The 
bargaining part is looked upon as the procedure sought to be 
followed by the workers' group in seeking its ends. 
Professional negotiations as defined by the American Association of 
School Administrators (2, p. 7) is a process by which teachers and other 
professional employees exert formal and deliberate influence upon school 
board policy. 
The American Association of School Administrators expressed its 
viewpoint in this manner (2, p. 32): 
We believe that if boards of education fail to make reasonable 
provisions for all staff members and fail to provide machinery 
through which grievances can be given appropriate considerations, 
their respective state legislatures are likely to establish 
appeal procedures. 
Manning used the terms "negotiations" and "collective bargaining" as 
if they were synonymous; the National Education Association prefers the 
former, while the American Federation of Teachers prefers the latter. 
Manning (23, p. 14) stated: 
TKavo gyg anfi^ t'Vkof* haveafmfme 4o 
a more generic term encompassing the total relationship and 
process, but for all practical purposes at this time in 
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history to attempt to differentiate between the two is an 
exercise in semantic gymnastics. 
The national movement toward collective negotiations has grown by 
leaps and bounds. This section has presented an examination of the 
historical development of negotiations and meanings attached to the term 
"negotiations." 
Roles of the Board of Education and the Superintendent 
The board of education 
The board of education is legally the governing agent and, in the 
final analysis, makes the binding decisions in matters being negotiated. 
Many authorities were found to be pondering whether or not a board member 
should be a member of the negotiating team. Manning (23, p. 15) contends 
that board members should not be on the team since it would place the 
superintendent In an almost untenable role in terms of compromising his 
leadership role in matters of administrative authority and professional 
expertise. 
Regarding the role of a board member, Campbell (8) expressed the view 
that board members should keep in mind that teachers are their greatest 
allies, not the enemy. No responsible educators are asking board members 
to give up their seats on the board to them, nor are they asking to be 
appointed ex-offlclo board members. They are simply asking the board to 
sit down and talk with them. 
Jamleson (19), then vice president of the Illinois Association of 
School Boards, stated that the rapport between boards and teachers must be 
retained without reducing the flexibility and Interaction necessary in a 
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professional effort to a staid, restrictive formal agreement for 
collective negotiations. 
School Management editors (14) felt that the first mistake that most 
school boards make in teacher negotiations is to allow teachers to take 
and maintain the initiative. The school boards can "beat teachers to the 
punch" by anticipating teachers' demands, mapping out tentative counter­
proposals, and developing their own program and their own list of demands 
and suggestions. 
Wildman (36, p .  10) expressed his views in this manner: 
The best thing for those responsible for the board strategy 
and tactics in collective negotiations is to read widely in 
the field and take advantage of available training oppor­
tunities so that they may be constantly aware of experiences 
and best practices elsewhere in school districts throughout 
the country. Hopefully, with such a background and at least 
a modicum of skill and ability developed and matured on the 
negotiating "firing line" over time, board and school 
administration officials will be able to represent and defend 
the appropriate interests of the community in any bargaining 
which may affect control over the educational enterprise. On 
occasion, of course, it may be prudent and necessary for a 
board to seek expert consultation from outside the district. 
The literature revealed the view that the board of education, in 
dealing with educational problems, can better use preventive measures by 
taking the initiative in setting up negotiation procedures. Satisfactory 
negotiation procedures are best developed in a climate of good will before 
the need for them becomes acute. If teacher leaders and school officials 
learn to use negotiations wisely, it may prove to be the most therapeutic 
educational development of this century. 
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The superintendent 
The role of the superintendent has never been an easy one. In 1916, 
Cubberley (11, p. 132) described the superintendent as a heroic, almost 
superhuman figure: 
His is the office up to which and down [from] which authority, 
direction, and inspiration flow. He is the organizer and 
director of the work of the schools in all their different 
phases. . . . He is the executive officer of the school board, 
and also its eyes, and ears, and brains. He is the supervisor 
of the instruction in the schools, and also the leader, 
advisor, inspirer, and friend of the teachers. 
The superintendent's role in collective negotiations is dependent 
upon the viewpoint he himself takes, as well as that of the board of 
education and the teachers under him. It was found that varying defini­
tions of his role have been expressed by different organizations and 
writers. 
The American Association of School Administrators (1, p. 15) has 
taken the position that the superintendent should be an Independent third 
party in the negotiation process. The superintendent should review each 
proposal in light of its effect upon students and work closely with both 
the board and the staff representatives In an attempt to reach agreement 
in the best interests of the educational program. The AASA has further 
expressed the belief that the superintendent, if he is to continue in his 
position of educational leadership, must assume responsibility for 
initiating and guiding changes in patterns of staff relationships. 
The National Education Association has taken the position that the 
superintendent should seek ways to bring the local association and the 
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agreement. The NEA has found that the superintendent, in assuming his 
responsibilities as the executive officer of the board and as a member of 
the profession, should recognize that shared responsibility in policy 
determination is a professional concept. The superintendent, according to 
the NEA, can be of great assistance by helping the board to recognize that 
the achievement of educational goals requires this joint approach to thé 
solution of educational problems. 
Rhodes (13), in an Interview with the editors of School Management, 
felt that the superintendent must take the initiative in starting up 
negotiations. The superintendent, too, should be asking for things. He 
should not be caught off guard. The superintendent should be consultant 
and adviser to both the board of education and the teachers. 
Becker (5) felt that a negotiator other than the superintendent would 
not necessarily undermine the position of the superintendent. Negotiation 
is a specialized function and specialized personnel are not new in school 
systems of size. The negotiator would report directly to the superintend­
ent and in this way the superintendent would have a role in the decision­
making process. 
Geisert (16) in Phi Delta Kappan stated that a superintendent 
following the middle line in collective negotiations will find that 
he will not be accepted by either side. He will become a non-participant, 
a "Mr. Nobody." In the final analysis, the superintendent must be 
responsible to the board and the administrative viewpoint. If not, no one 
will want him. 
According to Manning, the superintendent cannot abandon his 
leadership and catalytic role. It is Manning's contention that the 
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superintendent should direct his efforts to making the transition to the 
formalized and structured staff relationship evolutionary rather than 
revolutionary. He expressed this view (23, p. 16): 
In addition to having the patience of Job and the wisdom of 
Solomon, the qualities of statesmanship required of the 
superintendent include the leadership of a Napoleon, the 
integrity of a Washington, the intelligence of an Aristotle, 
the vision of a Ghandl, and the stamina of a bull moose. 
The American Federation of Teachers placed the superintendent in the 
management role, separating him from the teachers. 
Hill and Colmey (17) stressed that the superintendent cannot forget 
his dual role as administrator and executive officer of the board. He 
must act as a channel of communication between the staff and the board, 
and he must present recommendations which are a manifestation of his 
continuing and thoughtful leadership. 
Salisbury (31, p. 13) stated that the superintendent of schools is 
literally the "Man in the Middle." The teachers look upon him as the 
"management's man"; the board of education rightly looks to him as the 
executive officer of the board; he sees himself as devoting his primary 
allegiance to the benefit of the learner in the classroom, with secondary 
commitment to the profession of teaching and the community, as a represent­
ative on its board of education. In contrast, the AASA looks upon him as 
an independent party in the negotiation process. 
Evans (15) concluded that It would appear that on the basis of the 
application of sound administrative and organizational theory and practice, 
the most appropriate role of the superintendent should be that of 
negotiacor for the board. However, ail too often in social organizations, 
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decisions are not based on rationality alone. 
It was felt by Pasmussen that the impact of collective negotiations 
will require that tomorrow's superintendent act as midwife to the birth 
of a new professionalism among teachers. Rasmussen (30, p. 10) described 
the superintendent's role as follows: 
1. He will still be the man in the middle, but he will exert 
a positive influence in both directions. 
2. He will assist the members of the board in the most 
important endeavor with which they are charged: 
competing successfully for a portion of each available 
dollar on behalf of the instructional program. 
3. He will assist his professional colleagues, the teachers 
of the district, in their area of greatest inexperience— 
policy-making and implementation. 
A. He will, in fact, be a "new breed" of professional: a 
generalist's generalist; a jack of all trades, but 
master of a naw trade; politically sophisticated and 
capable of formulating societal goals and implementing 
projects with broad societal implications; a man capable of 
guiding his colleagues toward new heights of professional 
dignity. 
A review of the literature revealed the view that the superintendent 
of schools' specific role will not only be dependent upon the individual 
superintendent's philosophy regarding negotiations. The board of educa­
tion's philosophy regarding the superintendent and negotiations, as well 
as the philosophy of the teachers under him, will influence the role he 
plays. The literature Indicated a strong responsibility on the part of 
the s.., rintendent to be knowledgeable of all aspects of the negotiation 
process and to assume a leadership role In the procedures. 
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The Content of Collective Negotiations 
The content of, or what should be open for, negotiation is a topic of 
wide latitude. The American Association of School Administrators has 
maintained that local education associations made up of teachers, 
supervisors, principals, and administrators working together in close 
harmony best serve the cause of education. Properly viewed, negotiations 
can be an orderly step in the democratic process. The content of 
negotiations, the AASA believes, may well encompass all or some aspects of 
policy governing such items as (2, p. 39): 
1. Curriculum 
2. In-service education 
3. Personnel policies 
4. Teaching assignments 
5. Transfers and promotions 
6. Recruitment of teachers 
7. Discharge and discipline of teachers 
8. Provision of physical facilities for teachers 
9. Grievance procedures 
10. Recognition of the negotiating team 
11. Lunch and rest periods 
12. Salaries and wages 
13. Welfare benefits 
14. Class size 
15. Leaves of absence 
16. Expiration date of negotiation agreement 
17. Other mutually agreed-upon matters which directly affect 
the quality of the educational program 
The American Association of School Administrators has further 
expressed the belief that some Items are not negotiable and that a school 
board may refuse to bargain about non-negotiable subjects without violating 
Its agreement to negotiate in good faith. Violation of state laws, 
violations of ethics, selection of legal counsel to the board of education, 
cictcrminnciwr. cf the flncnclcl 2nd pupil accounting system t-o he employed 
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by the board, and the selection of the superintendent are some examples of 
what a board of education should not negotiate, according to the AASA. 
Concessions and compromises are often the facts of life in the power 
relationship, but bargaining must not mean abdicating responsibility. 
Wildman (36, p .  10) stated in this regard: 
Boards must recognize the perhaps unpalatable fact that the 
internal politics of any union engaged in collective bargain­
ing demands that the employee organization continuously expand 
the scope of issues on which it attempts to take action. 
Moreover, It seems clear that the lack of definitive legisla­
tive and judicial guidelines and precedents on bargalnable 
subject matter In education will make it that much more 
difficult for boards to resist the rapid proliferation of 
issues which will become fair game for the power plays and 
stresses and strains of collective negotiations. 
In 1963, the National Education Association made the following state­
ment (24, p. 10); 
The matters of Joint concern to a local professional 
organization and a school board are included In the broad 
aim to achieve better schools and a better education for every 
child. This Includes, but Is not limited to, setting 
standards in employing professional personnel, community 
support for the school system, in-service training of 
personnel, class size, teacher turnover, personnel policies, 
salaries, working conditions, and communication within the 
school system. All or any of these may be the subject of 
professional negotiations. 
A team of prominent labor attorneys who served as counsel to the 
National Education Association stated the case for a broad definition of 
bargalnable subject matter In these terms (22, p. 12): 
Statutes governing . . . negotiations (In the private sector) 
restrict the scope of mandatory bargaining to wages, hours, 
and other terms and conditions of employment. However, such a 
definition applied to teacher negotiations makes mischief. 
Teachers will continue to assert their claim of special 
competence to participate in decision-making over educational 
programs and services. . . . It is socially desirable for 
teachers to participate In decision-making In respect to 
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educational programs and services. Their special knowledge 
and competence as educational practitioners should, when 
blended with the "lay" perspective of the school board, 
produce better policy decisions. . . . The best way to 
accommodate the basic difference between teacher negotiations 
and other types of negotiations is to avoid prior restraints 
on the scope of bargaining by treating teachers separately 
and adopting a broad definition (of bargainable subject 
matter). 
Thus, the position of the National Education Association regarding . 
the content of negotiations has changed from one concerning itself with 
salaries and economic welfare benefits to one regarding all matters which 
affect the quality of the educational program, covering a wide latitude of 
areas. 
Since its inception, the American Federation of Teachers has felt it 
wholly appropriate to bargain over anything that affects the working life 
of the classroom teacher. In the AFT President's Annual Report of 1963, 
Megel (4, p. 107) said the American Federation of Teachers was a 
realistic program for advancing the welfare of teachers and thereby in­
creasing educational opportunities for all students. He saw in collective 
bargaining a technique for Improving many aspects of education. 
Shils and Whittier (33, p .  149), in an analysis of AFT literature on 
collective bargaining in public education, revealed the following: 
1. The heart of collective bargaining is recognition of the 
right of classroom teachers to negotiate through their 
own organization with their school board on such subjects 
as salary, working conditions, welfare benefits, and 
professional matters. 
2. Salary negotiations are a central part of all collective 
bargaining negotiations. 
3. Only by negotiations can teachers really be sure that 
their views will be given complete consideration. With 
the coming of collective bargaining, the days of 
unilateral decisions are at an end. 
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4. Teachers can use collective bargaining to limit class 
size, lessen staggering teaching loads, remove onerous 
and time-consuming chores, negotiate an equitable 
transfer policy, insure clean and safe employment condi­
tions, provide adequate parking space, and bring about 
practical solutions to many problems that confront them. 
5. All teachers need a sound pension plan to insure their 
well-being and retirement. Protection must be provided 
to protect the family should tragedy occur, and liberal 
sick-leave provisions, personal leave allowance, pension 
improvement, and other welfare items are a usual part of 
a normal negotiating package. 
The National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) en­
visaged a more limited scope of negotiations as follows (21, p. 226): 
The NASSP limited the scope of negotiations to . . . salaries, 
health and welfare benefits, hours and loads of work, grievance 
machinery, and physical working conditions. However, topics 
such as types of school organization, curriculum, textbook 
selection, extracurricular activities, academic freedom, in-
service education, auxiliary services, and the handling of 
discipline should not be considered in the atmosphere 
characteristic of the bargaining table. 
Calkins (7, p. 16), as a member of the Cleveland Board of Education 
and the Legislative Committee of the National School Boards Association, 
stated that negotiations should cover the following five areas: 
1. There should be higher salaries for the career teacher, 
and by the career teacher I mean to exclude teachers who 
essentially have some other occupation. 
2. Teachers should bargain for assistance in the classroom 
in the way of auxiliary personnel. 
3. Teachers should bargain for an equal opportunity to 
teach. I am referring to the problem of the teacher in 
the inner-city school who finds that the distractions 
of the disturbed child, the nonreading child, and the 
uninterested child are so great. 
4. Teachers should bargain for mobility. It is too diffi­
cult r<L>L a Uéticiiér trum ûiié BLaLe Lo move to another 
state without losing pension rights and without 
encountering certification problems. 
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5. Teachers should bargain for earlier retirement. 
Calkins stressed that bargaining by teachers can accelerate improvement in 
American education. It can also retard it. He felt that there is no 
point opposing it. 
Lieberman (20, p. 76), noted by various authorities as a staunch 
proponent of collective bargaining in education, has contended: 
One would hardly expect or desire that curriculum, 
methodology, or educational services be subjected to the 
pressures that inevitably characterize negotiations over 
conditions of employment. If teachers want to be equal 
partners in formulating educational policy, then they 
should give up any right to teacher tenure if they are 
going to make educational policy on the same level as the 
school board, because in a democratic society we ought to 
have the right to change our policy makers. 
The problem of determining the subject matter of negotiations, even 
when defined as narrowly as "working conditions," has been well stated by 
Steffensen (34, p .  28); 
The term "conditions of work," when used to indicate the 
matters which are negotiable, becomes highly nebulous as one 
discusses it with staff members. First, it is nebulous 
within the welfare area. Including salaries .... An even 
more important extension of "conditions of work" may be 
found in the currlcular offering. There are few program 
adaptations which do not in some way affect the working 
conditions of the teacher, whether it be a change in the 
pupil/staff ratio, the use of TV instruction, the extension 
of the school day, or the addition of an elementary librarian. 
The decision to Implement each of these practices has 
undoubtedly been reached after consideration of certain 
alternatives which would also affect the teacher's conditions 
of work. On this basis, to what extent do such non-
economic factors as the currlcular program and organization 
become negotiable items between the board and the teachers? 
Stinnett eit al. (35, p. 155) felt that the subject matter of negotia­
tions should be as broadly defined as the educational program Itself. 
They stated this as the reason that in so many school districts 
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negotiation is looked upon as a year-round process rather than one which 
comes into play at budget-making time. 
Historically and traditionally, negotiations between school boards 
and teacher organizations have generally been limited to salaries and 
economic welfare benefits. It would appear that the scope of collective 
bargaining is expanding, as unions are moving In the direction of modifica­
tion of management decision-making as it affects worker welfare and 
security. Today the shift from salary and economic benefits in collective 
negotiations includes not only these items but also almost any matter 
related to the educational program. 
Legal Status of Collective Negotiations 
Stinnett et al. (35, p. 40) wrote the following In regard to the ques­
tion of the legality of collective negotiations: 
Undoubtedly if the question of legality is ever raised in 
the districts where negotiation Is practiced, the view will 
be that the governing boards do have the power. Boards of 
education have the power and authority to set educational 
and personnel policies for the school district. Within this 
power, they may devise procedures to carry out their duties. 
Under this power, the board should be able to participate in 
negotiation procedures, even in the absence of statute. 
If it is held that the board cannot bind itself to a profes­
sional negotiation agreement or contract with a local 
association under its general powers, there is nothing 
legally to prohibit the board from adopting negotiation 
procedures and abiding by them as it abides by its other 
rules and regulations. In the absence of fraud, statute 
violation, or abuse of discretion, the courts will not 
interfere with reasonable regulations adopted by a board 
for tlie government of the schools. 
' l 'hiiQ. ;irrf>rfl I no fit-fnnAtf at a1 .  .  If  tf»*» nnAatlon nf 1#»oaHfv i  A Gver 
raised in a district where negotiation is practiced, the view will be that 
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the governing board does have the power. Boards of education have the 
power and authority to set educational personnel policies for the school 
district. Under this power, the board should be able to participate in 
negotiation procedures, even in the absence of statute. 
The National Education Association has favored legislation applicable 
solely to educational employees, and the American Federation of Teachers 
has favored legislation that would bring educational employees under the 
same collective bargaining laws which cover all public employees. A dif­
ference between the NBA and the AFT also lies in the determination of the 
negotiation unit, as to whether it should Include classroom teachers only 
or also include administrators. The AFT presently takes the forsiar view, 
while the NBA takes the latter view. 
The American Federation of Teachers (4, p. 13) has stated that the 
most important source of general labor law is the Federal Constitution and 
the laws enacted by Congress under the delegated powers found in the 
commerce clause. These Include the National Labor Relations Act, the Fair 
Labor Standards Act, the Railway Labor Act, and many others. These acts 
usually are not construed to apply to public employees, even of the 
Federal Government, but they exhibit the form and content of what the 
public employee claims for himself and express the public policy on labor 
law in general. 
In regard to the rights of teachers to bargain collectively, Nolte 
and Linn (27, p. 183) stated: 
There seems to be no reason why teachers and other employee 
groups in the public schools may not legally organize and 
bargain in a collective manner vfiilt Llicli' employer, Chs beard 
of education. As a matter of fact, teachers have been 
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engaging In this type of activity through their appointed 
professional committees for many years. In such situations, 
it is well settled that the board may listen or not as it 
wishes, accept or reject the proposals which teachers 
present, and take any action which it considers necessary 
and proper to the general welfare of the schools. In negotia­
tions involving a board of education, including those 
pertaining to teachers' salaries and conditions of work, the 
board, however, will not be permitted to "tie its own hands," 
since to do so would rob it of its legal prerogative to have 
the last word concerning all matters pertaining to the schools. 
A board of education must remain forever free to decide 
unilaterally what Is good and best for the children and for 
the school system in general. 
Shils and Whlttier (33, p. 543) expressed the following views regard­
ing the legality of collective negotiations: 
Plenty of evidence is available that boards have broad dis­
cretionary authority to adopt policies and programs that 
result in beneficial government of the schools. 
Furthermore, approval by a board of an agreement negotiated 
with a teacher organization becomes in effect a legislated 
policy of the board Itself. The board's action in approving 
the agreement makes it official policy which becomes binding 
on the staff. A few legalists have said that since board 
members cannot legally delegate Inherent powers (granted by 
the legislature) to a joint decision-making Instrument, a 
contract is not legally binding and could be terminated by 
the board at will. Contracts, while not legally binding, 
are nevertheless morally binding. 
Teachers want to formalize their relationships with the board, 
whether or not a state mandate exists. Once a board has 
evidenced an interest in negotiating an agreement, withdrawal 
of its word would be a display of bad faith. 
Lieberman and Moskow (21, p. 327) maintained that, presumably, good-
faith negotiations will Include the exchange of acts and proposals and 
some reasonable explanations as to why concessions are requested or 
refused. In private employment, negotiators are often advised that any 
proposals are subject to ratification by the union membership or by the 
board of directors or principal officers of the company. There appears to 
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be no valid reason why the same procedures would not lawfully apply to 
collective negotiations in education. 
Seitz (32, p. 114) expressed the view that; 
Those who question the right of public school teachers 
tiate and bargain collectively most frequently express 
basic objection in the contention that negotiation and 
collective bargaining constitute a serious invasion of 
board authority. 
Seitz (32, p. 121) also stated; 
It is, of course, apparent that when the school board under­
takes collective bargaining, as it has been defined, it 
undertakes burdens which it does not need to assume if it does 
not bargain collectively. The assumption, however, of these 
burdens does not mean that the board has delegated away its 
authority. In this respect it is interesting to recall that 
the history of industrial relations establishes that when the 
employer was first confronted with the statutory necessity of 
bargaining collectively, he complained that he was being 
forced to delegate away his authority. The courts did not 
agree with him. The courts recognized that he did assume 
additional burdens but that he still retained ultimate 
authority to make final decisions . . . 
As the literature revealed, there is little doubt that school 
employees have the legal right to organize, join, and enter into collec­
tive negotiation agreements with boards of education. It was found that 
in the absence of prohibiting legislation, boards may use the negotiation 
process. Since a substantial number of the patrons in most communities 
are members of labor organizations, board members should not fear that 
the patrons will react negatively if the subject of unions and contracts 
Is discussed at board meetings. Unionism is part of the American way of 
Jlfe. Collective bargaining is only new to public education, and it seems 
destined, too, to become part of America's educational system. 
to nego-
their 
school 
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Summary 
A survey of the literature related to the content of collective 
negotiations Indicated the following: 
1. The national movement toward collective negotiations on the 
public school education scene has grown rapidly. It seems that 
collective negotiations will play a definite role in the future 
of American education. 
2. The roles of the board of education and the superintendent are 
in a state of flux concerning collective negotiations. 
3. The content of collective negotiations varies from district to 
district and from state to state. 
4. Collective negotiation laws, rules, and procedures under which 
boards of education, superintendents, and principals of the 
future will operate are Just beginning to take shape and are yet 
to be written in most states. 
5. A review of the literature indicated that there was a decided 
lack of research in the area dealing with what is considered to 
be negotiable. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Introduction 
One of the purposes of this study was to determine the perceptions 
of public school board members and superintendents of selected Iowa school 
districts regarding what should be considered negotiable between boards of 
education and the professional staff of teachers. Another purpose of the 
study was to determine the perceptions of public school board members and 
superintendents of their roles in the collective negotiation process. 
This chapter describes the methods and procedures that were used to 
gather and analyze the data required for the study. It has been divided 
into five parts: 
1. Description of the instrument 
2. Construction of the instrument 
3. Selection of the sample 
4. Collection of the data 
5. Treatment of the data collected 
Description of the Instrument 
The instrument used for this study was a questionnaire (see Appendix 
A) . The questionnaire was divided Into three parts. The first part 
sought perceptions of the content of collective negotiations. In the 
second part, perceptions were sought of the role of board members in 
collective negotiations. The third part was composed of statements seek­
ing perceptions of the role of the superintendent in collective 
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negotiations. 
The method of response to this questionnaire was limited to three 
possible answers. This method was chosen so that the respondent could 
respond with clarity and brevity that he either agreed, was undecided, 
or was in disagreement with the statement. 
Construction of the Instrument 
In the development of the questionnaire, a thorough examination of 
the literature pertinent to negotiations was conducted. To assess the 
perceptions of the respondents of what might be considered in collective 
negotiations, statements were constructed to include matters relating to 
negotiation procedure, rights of teachers' organizations, teacher 
activities, the instructional program, personnel policies and practices, 
salary policy, and fringe benefits. 
The literature was also reviewed to construct statements aimed at 
determining the perceptions of public school board members and superin­
tendents of the roles of public school board members and superintendents 
in collective negotiations. 
Selection of the Sample 
Only those school districts in the state of Iowa which maintained a 
public high school recognized by the Iowa State Department of Public 
Instruction In 1968 were included in this study. The stratified cluster 
technique of sampling was used since it was believed necessary to select a 
method ol. sampling which would Include representation ot the various sized 
school districts. In this study it was believed that responses would vary 
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according to the size of a scHool district. Thus, a sufficient number of 
the various sized school districts was desired to eliminate any effects 
this variable might have on responses to the questionnaire and to enable 
inferences to be made to the total population of Iowa public school board 
members and superintendents. 
In the use of the stratified cluster method of sampling, this study 
uses the methodology of the Netusil (26, Pp. 66-70) study which used the 
cumulative //f(y) to form strata. The estimated 1968-1969 enrollment 
figures used were obtained from the Iowa State Department of Public 
Instruction (18, Pp. 11-335). A frequency distribution of total enroll­
ment by the interval midpoint of one hundred students was prepared 
(Table 1) to determine how many school districts to place in each strata. 
Table 1 indicates a cumulative ^i{y) of 120.694. This was divided by 
the number of strata (10); thus each stratum contained 12.069. 
Total cum //f(y) 120.694 nM 
10 10 "  ^
The first stratum was determined by counting down the cumulative i/f(y) 
to the point nearest 12.069 which was 12.000 and included twelve school 
districts. The lower limit to stratum II was determined by multiplying 
12.069 by 2, receiving 24.138, which was midway between the cumulative 
/j/ f(y) of 23.828 and 24.828. The lower limit of 23.828 was taken as the 
lower limit for stratum II, with fifteen schools falling in this stratum. 
The third stratum was formed by multiplying 12.069 by 3, obtaining the 
cumulative 36.207. This was closest to 35.977, which formed the lower 
iiinic of the third stratum which included twenty-three school districts-
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Table 1. F equency distribution by enrollment of Iowa school districts 
Interval 
midpoint f(y) Vf (y) cum/J^f (y) 
Interval 
midpoint f (y) Vf (y) cum Vf (y) 
47,000 1 1.000 1.000 2,700 5 2.236 29.796 
25,100 1 1.000 2.000 2,600 3 1.732 31.528 
23,300 1 1.000 3.000 2,500 4 2.000 33.528 
20,100 1 1.000 4.000 2,400 6 2.449 35.977 (3) 
19,000 1 1.000 5.000 2,300 3 1.732 37.709 
15,900 1 1.000 6.000 2,200 4 2.000 39.709 
10,000 1 1.000 7.000 2,100 8 2.828 42.537 
8,600 1 1.000 8.000 2,000 6 2.449 44.986 
8,400 1 1.000 9.000 1,900 5 2.236 47,222 
8,200 1 1.000 10.000 1,800 2 1.414 48,636 (4) 
8,100 1 1.000 11.000 1,700 5 2.236 50.872 
7,900 1 1.000 12.000 (1) 1,600 6 2.449 53.321 
7,300 1 1.000 13.000 1,500 4 2.000 55.321 
6,800 1 1.000 14.000 1,400 5 2.236 57.557 
6,300 1.414 15.414 1,300 10 3.162 60.719 (5) 
6,100 1.414 16.828 1,200 15 3.873 64.592 
6,000 1 1.000 17.828 1,100 21 4.582 69.174 (6) 
5,300 1 1.000 18.828 1,000 24 4.899 74.073 
4,000 1 1.000 19.828 900 22 4.690 78.763 
3,800 1 1.000 20.828 800 31 5.567 84.330 (7) 
3,300 1 1.000 21.828 700 45 6.708 91.038 (8) 
3,200 4 2.000 23.828 (2) 600 50 7.071 98.109 
3,100 1 1.000 24.828 500 50 7.071 105.180 (9) 
3,000 1 1.000 25.828 400 47 6.855 112.035 
2,900 3 1.732 27.560 300 34 5.831 117.866 
2,800 0 0.000 27.560 200 8 2.828 120.694 (10) 
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This same procedure was utilized in determining the remaining seven strata. 
The decision was made in this study to limit the number of school 
districts in the sample to 115 or slightly more than one fourth of the 455 
school districts under consideration as was done in the Netusll (26, p. 
69) study. The Neyman allocation formula was then applied to determine 
the number of schools to select from each stratum: 
where: 
n^ = number of units in the sample of stratum h 
n = total number of units In the sample 
= total number of units in stratum h 
= true variance of stratum h 
When the formula was applied, it was found that the for strata I 
and II were larger than the corresponding N . This problem arises, 
h 
according to Cochran, only when the over-all sampling fraction is substan­
tial and one stratum is much more variable than the others. In this 
instance, both strata I and II were much more variable than the others. 
Cochran (10, p. 63) recommends that all the members of such strata be 
sampled and the formula then applied to the remaining strata. The formula 
was then applied to the remaining strata using n as 115-(12+15), or 88, 
and all the members of strata I and II ware sampled. 
The number of school districts Included in each of the ten strata as 
determined by the aforementioned process are listed In Table 2. 
Each of the 455 school districts in the population was assigned a 
35 
Table 2. Sample of Iowa school districts 
Student Stratum Iowa Number in 
enrollment number total sample (n^) 
7,850 or over 1 12 12 
3,150 - 7,849 2 15 15 
2,350 - 3,149 3 23 16 
1,750 - 2,349 4 28 14 
1,250 - 1,749 5 30 22 
1,050 - 1,249 6 36 3 
750 - 1,049 7 77 17 
650 - 749 8 45 0 
450 - 649 9 100 6 
150 - 449 10 89 10 
Total 10 455 115 
rank order number for its stratum on the basis of total enrollment for the 
1968-1969 school year. A table of random numbers was used in selecting 
the required number of districts for each stratum. The survey instrument 
was then sent to the school board members and superintendents representing 
these selected school districts. 
Collection of the Data 
One hundred fifteen school board members representing the selected 
school districts and the 115 superintendents of the selected school 
districts were sent questionnaires. The names of the 115 superintendents 
surveyed were obtained from a list of professional personnel found in the 
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1968-1969 Iowa Educational Directory (18, Pp. 11-335). The names of the 
school board members selected for the study were obtained from a list 
provided by the Iowa School Board Association. 
The questionnaire was mailed'to all respondents, along with a cover 
letter, on the same day. The research design required a total return, so 
no deadline date for the return of the instrument was set. Follow-up 
letters and the telephone were used to obtain a complete return of the 
questionnaire. (See Appendix A for copies of the cover letter and the 
follow-up letter.) 
Treatment of the Data 
The chi square statistical treatment was used to compare the 
frequency of choices to the statements involving perceptions of the 
content of collective negotiations and the roles of board members and 
superintendents in collective negotiations. 
The general hypothesis for each statement was as follows: There is 
no significant difference between board members and superintendents in 
their perceptions of the statement. 
The chi square is calculated from the formula; 
2 ~  (Actual frequency - Expected frequency) 
Expected frequency 
The degrees of freedom are determined by (R-1)(C-1). The test was to 
be taken from an accumulative distribution of an appropriate chi square 
table at the five percent, or significant level. A significant difference 
reters to a calculated value which exceeds the table value with appropri­
ate degrees of freedom at the significance level desired. The data from 
x' - Z 
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the survey instrument for each of the 115 schools in the sample for the 
1968-1969 school year were coded and entered on data processing cards. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
In the gathering of the data, responses of 115 public school beard 
members and 115 public school superintendents of 115 randomly selected 
Iowa public school districts (stratified by enrollment size) were sought. 
A 100 percent return of the survey Instrument was achieved. This was 
accomplished by an Initial and two follow-up mailings (See Appendix A) 
plus telephone calls when necessary, covering a 40-day period. The data 
were statistically treated using frequency counts, percentages, and chi-
squares on the responses to statements in the survey. 
The Right to Negotiate 
Item One of the questionnaire surveyed the respondents with regard to 
their perceptions of the statement: Teachers have the right to negotiate 
collectively with the local school board. The findings relative to this 
hypothesis and related Information are reported as follows: 
Hypothesis 1 
There Is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents In their perceptions of the right of teachers to 
negotiate collectively with their local school board. 
There was agreement between board members and superintendents regard­
ing the right of teachers to negotiate collectively with their local 
schoo] board. As shown in Table 3, 81.7 percent of the board members and 
87.0 percent of the superintendents felt that teachers should have this 
right. The chi-square value computed for this hypothesis was found not to 
be significant: thus, the hypothe«lH uae mmt rejerreH. 
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Table 3. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the 
statement; Teachers have the right to negotiate collectively 
with their local school board 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 94 81.7 100 87.0 
Undecided 9 7.8 8 7.0 
Disagree 12 10.5 7 6.0 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Enactment of a Statute Prescribing the 
Content of Collective Negotiations 
Item Two of the questionnaire surveyed the respondents with regard to 
their perceptions of the statement; The state legislature should enact a 
statute prescribing the content of negotiations for local school systems. 
The findings relative to this hypothesis and related information are 
reported as follows: 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents in their perceptions relative to the enactment by 
the state legislature of a statute prescribing the content of 
negotiations for local school systems. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents In 
their perceptions of whether or not the state legislature should enact a 
statute prescribing the content of collective negotiations for local 
school systems. Table 4 reveals that 51.3 percent of the board members 
and 64.3 percent of the superintendents agreed that such an enactment 
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Table 4. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the statement: 
The state legislature should enact a statute prescribing the 
content of negotiations for local school systems 
3oard members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 59 51.3 74 64.3 
Undecided 15 13.0 26 22.6 
Disagree 41 35.7 15 13.1 
Total 115 100)0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) 
- 16.714 
should be made. More board members than superintendents disagreed that 
the state legislature should enact such a statute. The calculated chi-
square value of 16.714 was found to be highly significant, exceeding the 
table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. Thus, the null hypothesis 
was rejected, indicating that there is a highly significant difference 
between board members and superintendents in their perceptions of the 
statement. 
The Content of Collective Negotiations 
Part One of the questionnaire surveyed board members and superin­
tendents with regard to their perceptions of the content of collective 
negotiations. The findings relative to each hypothesis and related 
inFnrmafinn arf» rennrfoH 9®p?r9t0l3'; 
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Hypothesis 3 
There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district regarding 
negotiation procedure as a negotiable topic in collective 
negotiations. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same district in their perceptions of negotiation procedure as a 
negotiable topic in collective negotiations. Table 5 reveals that 58.11 
percent of the responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
district indicated that they were jointly agreed with regard to including 
negotiation procedure as a negotiable topic in collective negotiations, 
1.89 percent of their responses indicated that they were jointly undecided, 
and 2.31 percent of their responses indicated joint disagreement. Thus, 
a total of 62.31 percent of the responses of board members and superin­
tendents of the same district were identical, while 37.65 percent of the 
responses were different. 
More than half of the responses of board members and superintendents 
of the same district indicated that they regard negotiation procedure as 
a negotiable topic. More indecision or disagreement was reflected in the 
responses of the board members than in the responses of the superintend­
ents. As shown in Table 5, about 21 percent (11.44 + 9,28) of the 
responses of the board members Indicated indecision or disagreement, 
while the responses of the superintendents of the same districts Indicated 
agreement. In comparison, about 13 percent (7.24 + 5,79) of the responses 
of the superintendents reflected indecision or disagreement, while the 
responses of the board members of the same districts Indicated agreement. 
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Table 5. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to statements regarding procedure in 
collective negotiations as a negotiable topic 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 401 58.11 79 11.44 64 9.28 544 
Superintendents U 50 7.24 13 1.89 23 3.33 86 
D 40 5.79 4 .57 16 2.31 60 
Total 491 96 103 690 
Chi-square (df = : 4) = 22.4456 
The calculated chi-square value of 22.4456 was found to be highly 
significant, exceeding the table value of 13.277 at the 1 percent level. 
Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating that there is a highly 
significant difference between board members and superintendents of the 
same school district in their perceptions of the negotiability of items 
pertaining to negotiation procedure. 
An individual chi-square value was computed for each of the six 
Individual statements under the heading negotiation procedure to deter­
mine any perceptual differences between board members as a group and 
superintendents as a group regarding these statements. Two statements 
were found to have significant chi-square values; thus, for these two 
statements the null hypotheses were rejected, indicating that there are 
significant differences between board members and superintendents in their 
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perceptions of these statements. The findings and information relative 
to these two statements are reported separately. 
It was found that there was disagreement between board members and 
superintendents as to whether the procedure for recognition of the employee 
organization should be a negotiable item in collective negotiations. As 
shown in Table 6, 75.7 percent of the board members and 87.8 percent of 
the superintendents marked the agree column in the questionnaire. The 
calculated chl-square value was 6.098 and the table value at the 5 
percent level was 5.991; thus, the chl-square value was significant. 
Table 6. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the statement: 
The procedure for recognition of the employee organization is a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 87 75.7 101 87.8 
Undecided 17 14.8 7 6.1 
Disagree 11 9.5 7 6.1 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chl-square (df = 2) 
- 6.098 
Board members and superintendents disagreed as to whether the 
provision for cost of arbitration, mediation, or review panel in impasse 
should be a negotiable Item in collective negotiations. As shown in 
TaKl o 7. . 7 r»f fr-Vio momKôr»a 70 A 
superintendents marked the agree column in the questionnaire. Thus, a 
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majority of both board members and superintendents regarded this item as 
a negotiable one, although superintendents were more agreed in their 
perceptions. The calculated chi-square value of 12.193 was found to be 
highly significant, exceeding the table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent 
level. 
Table 7. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the statement: 
The provision for cost of arbitration, mediation, or review 
panel in impasse is a negotiable item in collective 
negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 64 55.7 81 70.4 
Undecided 18 15.7 22 19.1 
Disagree 33 28.6 12 10.5 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) 
- 12.193 
Hypothesis 4 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
of the negotiability of items relative to the rights of the 
teachers' organization. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same school district in their perceptions of negotiable items relative 
to the rights of the teachers' organization. As shown in Table 8, 18.43 
percent of the responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
district Indicated that they were jointly agreed in their perceptions of 
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Table 8. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to statements regarding rights of the teachers' 
organization as being negotiable items in collective 
negotiations 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 212 18.43 57 4.95 209 18.17 478 
Superintendents U 67 5.82 29 2.52 97 8.43 193 
D 128 11.13 52 4.52 299 26.00 479 
Total 407 138 605 1150 
Chi-square (df « : 4) - 39.1795 
negotiable items relative to the rights of the teachers' organization, 
2.52 percent of their responses indicated that they were jointly undecided, 
and 26.0 percent of their responses indicated joint disagreement. Thus, a 
total of 46.95 percent of the responses of board members and superintend­
ents of the same district were identical, while 53.02 percent of the 
responses were different. 
As shown in Table 8, responses of board members and superintendents 
of tlie same district varied considerably regarding the negotiability of 
these statements. The largest percentage of any of the various pairs of 
responses was only 26 percent—responses Indicating that both the board 
member and the superintendent of the same district felt that statements 
under the heading, rights of the teachers' organization, were not 
negotiable items. 
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The calculated chi-square value of 39.1795 was found to be 
highly significant, exceeding the table value of 13.277 at the 1 percent 
level. Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating that there is 
a highly significant difference between board members and superintendents 
of the same school district in their perceptions of the negotiability of 
items pertaining to the rights of the teachers' organization. 
An individual chi-square value was computed for each of the ten 
statements in the questionnaire under the heading rights of teachers' 
organization to determine any perceptqal differences between board members 
as a group and superintendents as a group regarding these statements. 
Five of the ten statements were found to have significant chi-square 
values; thus for these five statements the null hypotheses were rejected, 
indicating that there are significant differences between board members 
and superintendents in their perceptions of these statements. The 
findings and information relative to these five statements are reported 
separately. 
Board members and superintendents disagreed as to whether the use of 
building facilities as a right of the teachers' organization should be a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 9, 53.1 
percent of the board members marked the agree column in the questionnaire, 
while 50.4 percent of the superintendents marked the disagree column. 
There was considerable divergence in the responses of board members as 
well as In the responses of superintendents regarding this item. General­
ly, however, board members were inclined to consider this item to be 
negotiable, while superintendents perceived It not to be negotiable. The 
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calculated chi-square value of 16.536 was found to be highly significant, 
exceeding the table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
Table 9. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the statement: 
The use of building facilities as a right of the teachers' 
organization is a negotiable item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 61 53.1 40 34.8 
Undecided 2 1.7 17 14.8 
Disagree 52 45.2 58 50.4 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) - 16.536 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether check-off or dues deduction as a right of the teachers' 
organization should be a negotiable item in collective negotiations. As 
shown in Table 10, 61.7 percent of the board members surveyed disagreed 
with considering check-off or dues deduction as a right of the teachers' 
organization to be a negotiable item. The superintendents surveyed were 
fairly evenly divided in their "agree" responses (40.0 percent) and 
"disagree" responses (40.9 percent) to the item. The calculated chi-
square value of 15.211 was found to be highly significant, exceeding the 
table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
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Table 10. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the statement; 
Check-off or dues deduction as a right of the teachers' 
organization is a negotiable item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 20 17.4 46 40.0 
Undecided 24 20.9 22 19.1 
Disagree 71 61.7 47 40.9 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) » 15.211 
Disagreement was found to exist between board members and superintend­
ents as to whether conducting official organization business during the 
school day as a right of the teachers' organization should be a 
negotiable item. As shown in Table 11, 85.2 percent of the board members 
and 71.3 percent of the superintendents disagreed that this item should 
be a negotiable one. The calculated chi-square value was 7.292 and the 
table value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, the chi-square value 
was significant. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether time off to attend professional organization conferences or 
conventions as a right of the teachers' organization should be a nego­
tiable item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 12, 49.5 
percent of the board members disagreed with the statement, while 53.0 
percent of the superintendents agreed with the statement. The calculated 
chi-square value of 9.624 exceeded the table value of 9.210 at the 
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Table 11. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the statement: 
Conducting official organization business during the school 
day as a right of the teachers' organization is a negotiable 
item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 9 7.8 13 11.3 
Undecided 8 7.0 20 17.4 
Disagree 98 85.2 82 71.3 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) 
- 7.292 
Table 12. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the statement: 
Time off to attend professional organization conferences or 
conventions as a right of the teachers' organization is a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 44 38.3 61 53.0 
Undecided 14 12.2 20 17.4 
Disagree 57 49.5 34 29.6 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) " 9.624 
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1 percent level and was, therefore," highly significant. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether leave of absence for full-time service to the teachers' 
organization without loss of tenure should be a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. As shown in Table 13, 63.5 percent of the board 
Table 13. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Leave of absence for full-time service to the teachers' 
organization without loss of tenure is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 23 20.0 39 33.9 
Undecided 19 16.5 30 26.1 
Disagree 17 63.5 46 40.0 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) - 12.724 
members and 40.0 percent of the superintendents marked the disagree 
column in the questionnaire. The board members surveyed were inclined 
toward disagreement with considering this item to be a negotiable one. 
The superintendents surveyed were fairly evenly divided in their "agree," 
"undecided," and "disagree" responses. The calculated chi-square value of 
12.724 was found to be highly significant, exceeding the table value of 
9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
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Hypothesis 5 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
of what teacher-activity items should be negotiable. 
There was agreement between board members and superintendents of the 
same school district with regard to their perceptions of what teacher-
activity items should be negotiable in collective negotiations. As 
shown in Table 14, 13.26 percent of the responses of board members and 
superintendents of the same district indicated that they were jointly 
agreed in their perceptions of what teacher-activity items should be 
negotiable, 4.79 percent of the responses of board members and superin­
tendents of the same district indicated that they were jointly undecided, 
Table 14. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to statements regarding the negotiability of 
teacher-activity items 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 61 13.26 28 6.08 92 20.00 181 
Superintendents U 23 5.00 22 4.79 35 7.60 80 
D 71 15.43 42 9.13 86 18.69 199 
Total 155 92 213 460 
and 18.69 percent of the responses of board members and superintendents 
of the eamp Hiotrict Indicated joint disagreement. Thus, a total of 
36.74 percent of the responses of board members and superintendents of the 
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same district were identical, while 63.24 percent of the responses were 
different. 
Responses of board members and superintendents of the same district 
indicated no particular direction regarding agreement or disagreement 
with these teacher activity items as a group as being negotiable items in 
collective negotiations. 
The calculated chi-square value was not significant. Thus, the 
null hypothesis was not rejected. 
Further consideration of the data revealed that in comparing 
responses to individual statements under the heading teacher activity in 
the questionnaire, no disagreement was found to exist between board 
members as a group and superintendents as a group. 
Hypothesis 6 
There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district relative 
to what should be negotiable in the instructional program. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same school district relative to what should be considered negotiable 
in the instructional program. As shown In Table 15, 21.02 percent of the 
responses of board members and superintendents of the same district 
indicated that they were jointly agreed in their perceptions relative to 
what should be considered negotiable in the instructional program, 1.17 
percent of their responses indicated that they were jointly undecided, 
and 26.34 percent of their responses indicated Joint disagreement. Thus, 
a total of 48.53 percent of the responses of board members and superin­
tendents of the same district were identical, while 51.43 percent of the 
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Table 15. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to statements regarding the negotiability 
of items pertaining to the Instructional program 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 411 21.02 84 4.29 230 11.76 725 
Superintendents U 151 7.72 23 1.17 108 5.52 282 
D 313 16.01 120 6.13 515 26.34 948 
Total 875 227 853 1955 
Chi-square (df » • 4) • = 131.1640 
responses were different. 
Responses of board members and superintendents of the same district 
indicated no clear agreement or disagreement with the statements as a 
group under the heading instructional program as being negotiable items 
in collective negotiations. 
The calculated chi-square value was 111.1640 and the table value at 
the 1 percent level was 13.277; thus, the chi-square value was highly 
significant. Consequently, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating 
that there is a highly significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions of the 
negotiability of items relating to the instructional program. 
An individual chi-square value was computed for each of the seventeen 
statements under the heading instructional program to determine any 
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perceptual differences between board members as a group and superintend­
ents as a group regarding these statements. Seven of the statements were 
found to have significant chi-square values; thus for these seven state­
ments the null hypotheses were rejected, indicating that there are 
significant differences between board members and superintendents in 
their perceptions of these statements. The findings and information 
relative to these seven statements are reported separately. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether curriculum review should be considered a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. As shown in Table 16, 63.5 percent of the board 
members and 47.0 percent of the superintendents perceived curriculum 
review to be a negotiable item. The superintendents surveyed indicated 
less desire for the inclusion of curriculum review as a negotiable item 
than the board members surveyed. 
The calculated chi-square value was 6.524 and the table value at the 
5 percent level was 5.991; thus, the chi-square value was significant. 
Table 16. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment; Curriculum review is a negotiable item in collective 
negotiations 
Board members 
N % 
Superintendents 
N % 
Agree 
UndocIded 
73 63.5 54 47.0 
9 7.8 
33 28.7 
11 9.5 
Disagree 50 43.5 
Total 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 6.524 
115 ino.n 115 inn.n 
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Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether teacher qualifications should be considered a negotiable 
item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 17, 52.2 percent of 
the board members agreed with including teacher qualifications as a 
negotiable item, while 54.8 percent of the superintendents disagreed with 
including it as a negotiable item. Generally, board members and superin­
tendents indicated differing perceptions of the negotiability of this 
item. The calculated chi-square value of 10.390 exceeded the table value 
of 9.210 at the 1 percent level and was, therefore, highly significant. 
Table 17. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Teacher qualifications is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 60 52.2 37 32.2 
Undecided 7 6.1 15 13.0 
Disagree 48 41.7 63 54.8 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) « 10.390 
Board members and superintendents disagreed as to whether development 
of special education programs should be a negotiable item in collective 
negotiations. As shown in Table 18, 59.0 percent of the board members 
agreed with the statement, while 48.7 percent of the superintendents dis­
agreed with the statement. The board members surveyed were inclined to 
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agree in perceiving development of special education programs to be a 
topic for negotiation. The superintendents surveyed were inclined to 
disagree with the statement. The calculated chi-square value of 11.048 
was found to be highly significant, exceeding the table value of 9.210 
at the 1 percent level. 
Table 18. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Development of special education programs is a 
negotiable item In collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 68 59.0 43 37.4 
Undecided 12 10,4 16 13.9 
Disagree 35 30.4 56 48.7 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) - 11.048 
Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether evaluation and application of testing programs should 
be a negotiable item In collective negotiations. As shown in Table 19, 
52.2 percent of the board members agreed with the statement, while 59.1 
percent of the superintendents disagreed with the statement. The 
calculated chi-square value was 13.337 and the table value at the 1 
percent level was 9.210; thus, the chi-square value was highly signifi­
cant. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
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Table 19. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment; Evaluation and application of testing programs is a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 60 52.2 34 29.6 
Undecided 13 11.3 13 11.3 
Disagree 42 36.5 68 59.1 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) - 13.337 
to whether evaluation of teachers' performance should be a negotiable 
item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 20, 50.4 percent of 
the board members and 55.7 percent of the superintendents marked the 
disagree column in the questionnaire. However, 40.9 percent of the board 
members and only 27.0 percent of the superintendents agreed in perceiving 
evaluation of teachers' performance to be a negotiable item. Superintend­
ents indicated more indecision regarding the statement. The calculated 
chi-square value was 6.910 and the table value at the 5 percent level was 
5.991; thus, the chi-square value was significant. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether the school calendar or year should be a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. As showh in Table 21, 45.2 percent of the board 
members and 62.6 percent of the superintendents marked the agree column in 
the questionnaire. The board members who were not undecided were almost 
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Table 20. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment; Evaluation of teachers' performance Is a negotiable 
Item In collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N • % N % 
Agree 47 40.9 31 27.0 
Undecided 10 8.7 20 17.3 
Disagree 58 50.4 64 55.7 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chl-square (df • 2) - 6.910 
Table 21. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The school calendar or year is a negotiable Item In 
collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 52 45.2 72 62.6 
Undecided 10 8.7 17 14.8 
Disagree 53 46.1 26 22.6 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chl-square (df » 2) - 14.268 
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equally divided in their agree and disagree responses to the statement. 
Clearly, more of the superintendents were in agreement that the school 
calendar or year should be an item for negotiation. The calculated chi-
square value of 14.268 was found to be highly significant, exceeding the 
table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
Disagreement was found to exist between board members and superin­
tendents with regard to whether pupil progress reports, promotion, and 
policies should be negotiable in collective negotiations. As shown in 
Table 22, 50.4 percent of the board members agreed with the statement, 
while 46.0 percent of the superintendents disagreed with the statement. 
There was considerable divergence in the responses of board members and 
superintendents to this statement. Conclusions, therefore, are limited 
regarding their perceptions of pupil progress reports, promotion, and 
policies as negotiable items. The calculated chi-square value was 6^539 
and the table value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, the chi-square 
value was found to be significant. 
Table 22. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Pupil reports, promotion, and policies are negotiable 
items in collective negotiations 
Board 
N 
members 
% 
Superintendents 
N % 
Agree 58 50.4 41 35.7 
Undecided 11 9.6 21 18.3 
Disagree 46 40.0 53 46.0 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) 
- 6.539 
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Hypothesis 7 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
of what should be negotiable in the area of personnel policies 
and practices. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same school district with regard to their perceptions of what should 
be negotiable in the area of personnel policies and practices. As shown 
in Table 23, 20.86 percent of the responses of board members and superin­
tendents of the same district indicated that they were jointly agreed in 
their perceptions of what should be negotiable in the area of personnel 
policies and practices, 2.67 percent of their responses indicated that 
they were jointly undecided, and 20.13 percent of their responses indi­
cated joint disagreement. Thus, a total of 43.66 percent of the 
responses of board members and superintendents of the same district were 
identical, while 56.30 percent of the responses were different. 
There was no indication in the responses of board members and super­
intendents of the same district to these items as a group in the area of 
personnel policies and practices that they were perceived to be either 
negotiable or not negotiable in collective negotiations. 
The calculated chi-square value of 42.0046 was found to be highly 
significant, exceeding the table value of 13.277 at the 1 percent level. 
Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating that there is a highly 
significant difference between board members and superintendents of the 
same school district in their perceptions of the negotiability of items 
pertaining to personnel policies and practices. 
An individual chi-square value was computed for each of the 25 
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Table 23. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district with regard to the negotiability of items 
under the heading personnel policies and practices in the 
questionnaire 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N X N % N 
A 600 20.86 168 5.84 171 16.39 1239 
Superintendents U 202 7.02 77 2.67 164 5.70 443 
D 440 15.30 174 6.05 579 20.13 1193 
Total 1242 419 1214 2875 
Chi-square (df • 4) - 42.0046 
statements in the questionnaire under the heading personnel policies and 
practices to determine any perceptual differences between board members 
as a group and superintendents as a group regarding these statements. 
Eight of the statements were found to have significant chi-square values; 
thus for these eight statements the null hypotheses were rejected, 
Indicating that there are significant differences between board members 
and superintendents in their perceptions of these statements. The 
findings and Information relative to these eight statements are reported 
separately. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether teaching hours, or the teaching day, should be a negotiable 
Item In collective negotlatlonn. A.b nhown In Table 2A. 51.3 percent of 
the board members disagreed with the statement, while 53.0 percent of the 
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superintendents agreed with the statement. Generally, board members and 
superintendents were at variance in their perceptions of the negotiability 
of this item. The calculated chi-square value was 7.396 and the table 
value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, the chi-square value was 
significant. 
Table 24. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment; Teaching hours, or the teaching day, is a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 47 40.9 61 53.0 
Undecided 9 7.8 15 13.1 
Disagree 59 51.3 39 33.9 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) - 7.396 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether teaching loads and schedule of class periods should be 
negotiable items in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 25, 41.7 
percent of the board members and 48.7 percent of the superintendents 
marked the agree column in the questionnaire. A greater percentage (49.6 
percent) of board members than superintendents (34.8 percent) disagreed 
with the statement. However, no clear pattern of either agreement or 
disagreement with the statement emerged in the perceptions of board 
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members or superintendents. The calculated chi-square value was 6.388 and 
the table value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, the chi-square 
value was found to be significant. 
Table 25. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Teaching load and schedule of class periods are 
negotiable Items In collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 48 41.7 56 48.7 
Undecided 10 8.7 19 16.5 
Disagree 57 49.6 40 34.8 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chl-square (df « 2) - 6.388 
Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents as 
to whether duty-free periods for teacher planning should be a negotiable 
Item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 26, 47.8 percent of 
the board members and 66.1 percent of the superintendents agreed with the 
statement. The superintendents were obviously more in agreement in 
perceiving this to be a negotiable item. The calculated chi-square value 
was 7.889 and the table value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, 
the chl-square value was significant. 
Board members and superintendents disagreed with regard to whether 
lunch period for elementary teachers should be a negotiable Item in 
collective negotiations. As shown in Table 27, 49.6 percent of the board 
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Table 26. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Duty-free periods for teacher planning is a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 55 47.8 76 66.1 
Undecided 20 17.4 12 10.4 
Disagree 40 34.8 27 23.5 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df » 2) 
- 7.889 
Table 27. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Lunch period for elementary teachers is a negotiable 
item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 57 49.6 74 64.4 
Undecided 13 11.3 16 13.9 
Disagree 45 39.1 25 21.7 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) 
- 8.231 
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members and 64.4 percent of the superintendents marked the agree column 
in the questionnaire. The superintendents were more agreed in their 
perception of this statement as negotiable. The calculated chi-square 
value was 8.231 and the table value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; 
thus, the chi-square value was significant. 
Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether lunch period for secondary teachers should be a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 28, 49.6 
percent of the board members and 63.5 percent of the superintendents 
agreed with the statement. Responses to this statement and to the state­
ment in the preceding section regarding lunch period for elementary 
teachers were almost identical. Again, superintendents were more agreed 
in perceiving lunch period for secondary.teachers to be a negotiable item. 
The calculated chi-square value of 8.217 exceeded the table value of 
5.991 at the 5 percent level; thus, the chi-square value was significant. 
Table 28. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Lunch period for secondary teachers is a negotiable 
item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 57 49.6 73 63.5 
Undecided 13 11.3 17 14.8 
Disagree 45 39.1 25 21.7 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df » 2) • 8.217 
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There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether teachers' playing a role in recommending promotion to higher 
classification, supervisor, or administrator of a fellow teacher should be 
a negotiable item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 29, 53.9 
Table 29. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Teachers' playing a role in recommending promotion 
to higher classification, supervisor, or administrator of a 
fellow teacher is a negotiable item In collective 
negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 29 25.2 7 6.1 
Undecided 24 20.9 26 22.6 
Disagree 62 53.9 82 71.3 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chl-square (df = 2) = 16.302 
percent of the board members and 71.3 percent of the superintendents dis­
agreed with the statement. Both board members and superintendents 
indicated considerable Indecision regarding this statement as is shown in 
the percentages of undecided responses. The calculated chl-square value 
of 16.302 was found to be highly significant, exceeding the table value 
of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
Board members and superintendents disagreed as to whether teacher 
discinllne or reprimand should be a negotiable item in collective negotia­
tions. As shown In Table 30, 49.6 percent of the board members agreed 
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with the statement, while 51.3 percent of the superintendents disagreed 
with the statement. Responses were varied, but generally board members 
and superintendents indicated differing perceptions of the negotiability 
of this item. The calculated chi-square value was 9.028 and the table 
value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, the chi-square value was 
found to be significant. 
Table 30. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Teacher discipline or reprimand is a negotiable item 
in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 57 49.6 35 30.4 
Undecided 13 11.3 21 18.3 
Disagree 45 39.1 59 51.3 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 9.028 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether teachers' personnel files should be a negotiable Item in 
collective negotiations. As shown in Table 31, 54.8 percent of the board 
members and 73.0 percent of the superintendents marked the disagree 
column in the questionnaire. Board members Indicated considerable 
Indecision regarding this statement. However, both board members and 
superintendents were inclined to disagree with considering teachers' 
personnel files to be a negotiable item. The calculated chi-square value 
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Table 31. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Teachers' personnel files is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations 
Board members S upe r in t enden t s 
N % N % 
Agree 22 19.1 16 13.9 
Undecided 30 26.1 15 13.1 
Disagree 63 54.8 84 73.0 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 8.947 
was 8.947 and the table value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, the 
chi-square value was significant. 
Hypothesis 8 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
of the negotiability of salary policy items. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same school district in their perceptions of the negotiability of 
salary policy items. As shown in Table 32, 62.46 percent of the responses 
of board members and superintendents of the same district indicated that 
they were jointly agreed in their perceptions of negotiable salary policy 
Items, .57 percent of their responses Indicated that they were jointly 
undecided, and 2.18 percent of their responses indicated joint disagree-
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and superintendents of the same district were identical, while 34.76 
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Table 32. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to statements regarding negotiability of 
salary policy Items 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 431 62.46 42 6.09 88 12.75 561 
Superintendents U 29 4.20 4 .57 23 3.33 56 
D 46 6.66 12 1.73 15 2.18 73 
Total 506 58 126 690 
Chl-square (df = 4) = 30.0150 
percent of the responses were different. A majority of the responses of 
board members and superintendents of the same district indicated that they 
perceive salary policy items as negotiable items in collective negotia­
tions. 
The calculated chi-square value of 30.0150 was found to be highly 
significant, exceeding the table value of 13.277 at the 1 percent level. 
Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating that there is a 
highly significant difference between board members and superintendents 
of the same school district in their perceptions of the negotiability of 
salary policy items. 
An individual chl-square value was computed for each of the six 
statements under the heading salary policy in the questionnaire to 
determine any perceptual differences between board members as a group and 
superintendents as a group regarding these statements. Two of the 
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statements had significant chi-square values; thus for these two 
statements the null hypotheses were rejected, indicating that there are 
significant differences between board members and superintendents in 
their perceptions of these statements. The findings and information 
relative to these two statements are reported separately. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents 
with regard to whether extra-duty pay for special activities should be a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 33, 78.3 
percent of the board members and 87.0 percent of the superintendents 
marked the agree column in the questionnaire. Board members were less in 
agreement than superintendents regarding this statement. However, 
Table 33. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Extra-duty pay for special activities is a negotiable 
item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 90 78.3 100 87.0 
Undecided 6 5.2 11 9.5 
Disagree 19 16.5 4 3.5 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) » 11.780 
a majority of both board members and superintendents agreed that extra-
duty pay for special activities should be a topic open for négociation. 
The calculated chi-square value of 11.780 was found to be highly 
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significant, exceeding the table value of 9,210 at the 1 percent level. 
Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents as to 
whether overtime pay when teachers are required to remain over regular 
class periods should be a negotiable item. As shown in Table 34, 45.2 
percent of the board members and 62.6 percent of the superintendents 
agreed with the statement. Board members varied considerably in their 
perceptions of this statement, with nearly equal numbers agreeing and dis­
agreeing with the statement. The calculated chi-square value was 8.631 and 
the table value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, the chi-square 
value was found to be significant. 
Table 34. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Overtime pay when teachers are required to remain 
over regular class periods is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 52 45.2 72 62.6 
Undecided 16 13.9 16 13.9 
Disagree 47 40.9 27 23.5 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) - 8.631 
Hypothesis 9 
There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district with regard 
CO wiiecher or not fringe benefits items should be negotiable 
in collective negotiations. 
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There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same school district with regard to whether or not fringe benefits 
items should be negotiable. As shown in Table 35, 35.30 percent of the 
responses of board members and superintendents of the same district 
indicated that they were jointly agreed in their perceptions of fringe 
benefits items as being negotiable items in collective negotiations, 1.73 
percent of their responses indicated that they were jointly undecided, 
and 14.95 percent of their responses indicated joint disagreement. Thus, 
a total of approximately 52 percent of the responses of board members and 
superintendents of the same district were identical, while approximately 
48 percent of the responses were different. 
Table 35. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to statements regarding the negotiability of 
fringe benefits items 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 203 35.30 39 6.79 113 19.65 355 
Superintendents U 21 3.65 10 1.73 43 7.48 74 
D 39 6.79 21 3.65 86 14.95 146 
Total 263 70 242 575 
Chi-square (df = 4) = 50.8990 
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Since responses varied considerably, few conclusions could be made 
regarding whether or not fringe benefit items as a group were perceived 
to be negotiable by board members and superintendents of the same school 
district. However, as shown in Table 35, more board members than super­
intendents indicated either indecision or disagreement regarding the 
negotiability of the fringe benefits items. Approximately 26 percent of 
the responses of board members indicated that they were undecided or dis­
agreed while the superintendents of the same districts indicated agree­
ment. In comparison, only about 10 percent of the responses of 
superintendents indicated that they were undecided or disagreed while the 
board members of the same districts indicated agreement. 
The calculated chi-square value was 50.8990 and the table value at 
the 1 percent level was 13.277; thus, the chi-square value was highly 
significant. Consequently, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating 
that there is a highly significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions of the 
negotiability of fringe benefits items. 
An individual chi-square value was computed for each of the five 
statements in the questionnaire under the heading of fringe benefits to 
determine any perceptual differences between board members as a group and 
superintendents as a group regarding these statements. All of the state­
ments had significant chi-square values; thus, for all five statements 
the null hypotheses were rejected, indicating that there are significant 
differences between board members and superintendents in their perceptions 
of these statements. The findings and information relative to these five 
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statements are reported separately. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether tuition reimbursement should be a negotiable item in collective 
negotiations. As shown in Table 36, 47.8 percent of the board members 
and 63.5 percent of the superintendents marked the agree column in the 
questionnaire. Board members evidenced considerable divergence in their 
responses to this statement, although they were inclined to agree to the 
negotiability of tuition reimbursement. Superintendents were more in 
agreement among themselves, with a majority of them perceiving this item 
to be negotiable. The calculated chi-square value of 9.370 was found to 
be highly significant, exceeding the table value of 9.210 at the 1 
percent level. 
Table 36. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Tuition reimbursement is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 55 47, .8 73 63 .5 
Undecided 16 13, .9 19 16 .5 
Disagree 44 38 .3 23 20 .0 
Total 115 100 .0 115 100 .0 
Chi-square (df = 2) . 9.370 
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Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents as 
to whether health services as a fringe benefit should be a negotiable 
item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 37, 68.7 percent of 
the board members and 80.9 percent of the superintendents marked the 
agree column in the questionnaire. Thus, a clear majority of both board 
members and superintendents perceived this to be a negotiable item, with 
superintendents evidencing the greater agreement among themselves. The 
calculated chi-square value was 6.904 and the table value at the 5 percent 
level was 5.991; thus, the chi-square value was significant. 
Table 37. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Health services as a fringe benefit is a negotiable 
item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 79 68.7 93 80.9 
Undecided 12 10.4 12 10.4 
Disagree 24 20.9 10 8.7 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 6.904 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents 
with regard to whether terminal leave or severance pay as a fringe benefit 
should be a negotiable item in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 
38, 44.4 percent of the board members and 64.3 percent of the superin­
tendents agreed with the statement. Board members evidenced less 
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agreement among themselves with nearly equal numbers agreeing and 
disagreeing with the statement. The calculated chi-square value of 
16.146 exceeded the table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level and was. 
therefore, highly significant. 
Table 38. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment; Terminal leave or severance pay as a fringe benefit 
is a negotiable item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 51 44.4 74 64.3 
Undecided 15 13.0 20 17.4 
Disagree 49 42.6 21 18.3 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 16.146 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether travel allowance for transportation, food, and lodging as a 
fringe benefit should be a negotiable item in collective negotiations. 
As shown in Table 39, 53.0 percent of the board members and 73.0 percent 
of the superintendents marked the agree column in the questionnaire. 
Superintendents were clearly more agreed among themselves than board 
members with regard to the negotiability of this item. The calculated 
chi-square value of 9.875 was found to be highly significant, exceeding 
the table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
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Table 39. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Travel allowance for transportation, food and 
lodging as a fringe benefit is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 61 53.0 84 73.0 
Undecided 16 13.9 9 7.8 
Disagree 38 33.1 22 19.2 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 9.875 
Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether payment of professional organization dues as a fringe 
benefit should be a negotiable item in collective negotiations. As shown 
in Table 40, 75.7 percent of the board members and 60.8 percent of the 
superintendents marked the disagree column in the questionnaire. A 
majority of both board members and superintendents disagreed with this 
statement. The calculated chi-square value was 6.284 and the table 
value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, the chi-square value was 
found to be significant. 
Hypothesis 10 
There Is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
of the content of collective negotiations. 
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the same school district with regard to what should be included in the 
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Table 40. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: Payment of professional organization dues as a 
fringe benefit is a negotiable item in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 17 14.8 31 27.0 
Undecided 11 9.6 14 12.2 
Disagree 87 75.7 70 60.8 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 6.284 
content of collective negotiations. As shown in Table 41, 27.62 percent 
of the responses of board members and superintendents of the same district 
indicated that they were jointly agreed in their perceptions of the 
content of collective negotiations, 2.12 percent of their responses 
indicated that they were jointly undecided, and 19.01 percent of their 
responses indicated joint disagreement. Thus, a total of 48.75 percent of 
the responses of board members and superintendents of the same district 
were identical, while 51.33 percent of the responses were different. 
No agreement or disagreement regarding the negotiability of all of 
the statements in Part One of the questionnaire was indicated in the total 
responses of board members and superintendents of the same school district 
to these items. 
The calculated chi-square value of 374.5962 was highly significant, 
exceeding the table value of 13.277 at the 1 percent level. Thus, the 
null hypothesis was rejected, Indicating that there is a highly signifi­
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cant difference between board members and superintendents of the same 
school district in their perceptions of the content of collective 
negotiations. 
Table 41. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to all of the statements in Part One of the 
questionnaire regarding what should be included in the 
content of collective negotiations 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 2319 27.62 497 5.92 1267 15.09 4083 
Superintendents U 543 6.46 178 2.12 493 5.87 1214 
D 1077 12.93 425 5.06 1596 19.01 3098 
Total 3939 1100 3356 8395 
Chi-square (df = 4) = 374. 5962 
Role of the Board of Education 
in Collective Negotiations 
Part Two of the questionnaire surveyed board members and superintend­
ents with regard to their perceptions of the role of the board of 
education in collective negotiations. The findings relative to each 
hypothesis and related information are reported separately. 
Hypothesis 11 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district with regard to their 
perceptions of the directness of participation of the board of 
education In collective negotiations. 
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There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same school district with regard to their perceptions of the direct­
ness of participation of the board of education in collective negotia­
tions. As shown in Table 42, 15.36 percent of the responses of board 
members and superintendents of the same district indicated that they were 
jointly agreed in their perceptions of the directness of participation of 
the board of education in collective negotiations, 2.60 percent of their 
responses indicated that they were jointly undecided, and 26.37 percent 
of their responses indicated joint disagreement. Thus, a total of 44.33 
percent of the responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
district were identical, while 55.62 percent of the responses were 
different. 
Table 42. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to statements relative to how direct the 
participation of the board of education should be in 
collective negotiations 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 53 15.36 12 3.47 49 14.20 114 
Superintendents U 30 8.69 9 2.60 46 13.33 85 
D 38 11.01 17 4.92 91 26.37 146 
Total 121 38 186 345 
ChJ-squ;ire (df = 4) = 12.1813 
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The calculated chi-square value was 12.1813 and the table value at 
the 5 percent level was 9.488; thus, the chi-square value was found to 
be significant. Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating that 
there is a significant difference between board members and superintend­
ents in their perceptions of this aspect of the role of the board of 
education in collective negotiations. 
An individual chi-square value was computed for each of the three 
individual statements under the subheading A of Part Two of the question­
naire regarding the directness of participation of the board of education 
in collective negotiations to determine any perceptual differences between 
board members as a group and superintendents as a group regarding these 
statements. All of the three statements were found to have significant 
chi-square values; thus for these three statements the null hypotheses 
were rejected, indicating that there are significant differences between 
board members and superintendents in their perceptions of these state­
ments. The findings and information relative to these statements are 
reported separately. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether the board of education should negotiate directly with 
teachers. As shown in Table 43, 53.0 percent of the board members and 
42.6 percent of the superintendents felt that the board of education 
should negotiate directly with teachers. An identical number of board 
members and superintendents disagreed with the statement. No clear 
agreement of disagreement with the statement could be discerned in the 
responses of the superintendents. A majority of the board members 
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Table 43. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The board of education should negotiate directly with 
teachers 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 61 53.0 49 42.6 
Undecided 8 7.0 20 17.4 
Disagree 46 40.0 46 40.0 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) - 6.452 
perceived this statement as being true. The calculated chi-square value 
was 6.452 and the table value at the 5 percent level was 5.991; thus, 
the chi-square value was significant. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether the board of education should negotiate indirectly with 
teachers through the superintendent. As shown in Table 44, 42.6 percent 
of the board members and 39.1 percent of the superintendents marked the 
agree column in the questionnaire. Conclusions regarding agreement or 
disagreement with the statement were limited due to considerable variation 
in the responses of both board members and superintendents. The calculated 
chl-square value was 8.708 and the table value at the 5 percent level was 
5.991; thus, the chi-square value was significant. 
Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents as to 
fhr> hnarH nf eduratlnn lahoiilH neentlate InHlrertly with teachers 
through someone other than the superintendent. As shown in Table 45, 
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Table 44. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment; The board of education should negotiate indirectly 
with teachers through the superintendent 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 49 42.6 45 39.1 
Undecided 13 11.3 30 26.1 
Disagree 53 46.1 40 34.8 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 8.708 
Table 45. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The board of education should negotiate indirectly 
with teachers through someone other than the superintendent 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
Total 
11 9.6 
17 14.8 
87 75.7 
115 100.0 
20 17.4 
35 30.4 
60 52.2 
115 100.0 
Chl-square (df = 2) = 13.803 
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75.7 percent of the board members and 52.2 percent of the superintendents 
marked the disagree column in the questionnaire. Board members were more 
united in disagreeing with the statement, while there was considerable 
indecision on the part of the superintendents. The calculated chi-square 
value of 13.803 was found to be highly significant, exceeding the table 
value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
Hypothesis 12 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
relative to whether the board of education should take the 
initiative in setting up collective negotiations. 
There was agreement between board members and superintendents of the 
same school district in their perceptions relative to whether the board of 
education should take the initiative in setting up collective negotiations. 
As shown in Table 46, 13.47 percent of the responses of board members and 
superintendents of the same district Indicated that they were jointly 
agreed in their perceptions relative to whether the board of education 
should take the initiative in setting up collective negotiations, 6.95 
percent of their responses Indicated that they were jointly undecided, 
and 15.65 percent of their responses indicated joint disagreement. Thus, 
n Lotal of 36.07 percent of the responses of board members and superin­
tendents of the same school district were identical, while 63.88 percent 
of the responses were different. 
The chi-square value was found not to be significant. Consequently, 
the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
An individual chi-square value was computed for each of the two 
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Table 46. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to statements regarding who should take the 
Initiative in setting up collective negotiations 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 31 13.47 12 5.21 24 10.43 67 
Superintendents U 39 16.95 16 6.95 39 16.95 94 
D 21 9.13 12 5.21 36 15.65 69 
Total 91 40 99 230 
statements under subheading B of Part Two of the questionnaire regarding 
who should take the initiative in collective negotiations to determine 
any perceptual differences between board members as a group and 
superintendents as a group regarding these statements. Both of the state­
ments were found to have significant chl-square values; thus, for these 
two statements the null hypotheses were rejected, Indicating that there 
are significant differences between board members and superintendents in 
their perceptions of these statements. The findings and information 
relative to these two statements are reported separately. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents as 
to whether the board of education should take the initiative in setting 
up collective negotiations. As shown in Table 47, 58.3 percent of the 
board members and 32.2 percent of the superintendents felt that the board 
OJ ,'>UUUXU LUC h. Xa i. O. V c 1.^ V w 
negotiations. Superintendents indicated considerable indecision regarding 
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Table 47. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The board of education should take the initiative in 
setting up collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 67 58.3 37 32.2 
Undecided 19 16.5 48 41.7 
Disagree 29 25.2 30 26.1 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df • 2) - 21.223 
the statement, while more than half of the board members agreed with it. 
The calculated chi-square value of 21.223 was found to be highly signifi­
cant, exceeding the table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
Disagreement also existed between board members and superintendents 
as to whether the board of education should wait for teachers to take the 
initiative in setting up collective negotiations. As shown in Table 48, 
60.8 percent of the board members and 33.9 percent of the superintendents 
disagreed with the statement. Board members were more in disagreement 
with waiting for teachers to take the initiative in setting up collective 
negotiations. Superintendents gave varied responses with the largest 
number being undecided regarding the statement. The calculated chi-square 
value was 18.812 and the table value at the 1 percent level was 9.210; 
thus, the chi-square value was found to be highly significant. 
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Table 48. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The board of education should wait for teachers to 
take the initiative in setting up collective negotiations 
Board 
N 
members 
% 
Superintendents 
N % 
Agree 24 20.9 30 26.1 
Undecided 21 18.3 46 40.0 
Disagree 70 60.8 39 33.9 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) - 18.812 
Hypothesis 13 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions of 
the role of the board of education in collective negotiations. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same school district with regard to the role of the board of education 
in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 49, 14.60 percent of the 
responses of board members and superintendents of the same district 
indicated that they were jointly agreed in their perceptions of the role 
of the board of education in collective negotiations, 4.34 percent of their 
responses indicated that they were jointly undecided, and 22.08 percent of 
their responses indicated joint disagreement. Thus a total of 41.02 
percent of the responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
district were Identical, while 58.95 percent of their responses were 
different. 
The calculated chi-square value of 17.0098 was found to be highly 
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Taole 49. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to all statements in Part Two of the 
questionnaire regarding the role of the board of education 
in collective negotiations 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 84 14.60 24 4.17 73 12.69 181 
Superintendents U 69 12.00 25 4.34 85 14.79 179 
D 59 10.26 29 5.04 127 22.08 215 
Total 212 78 285 575 
Chi-square (df = = 4) = 17.0098 
significant, exceeding the table value of 13.277 at the 1 percent level. 
Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating that there is a highly 
significant difference between board members and superintendents of the 
same school district in their perceptions of the role of the board of 
education in collective negotiations. 
Role of the Superintendent 
in Collective Negotiations 
Part Three of the questionnaire surveyed board members and superin­
tendents with regard to their perceptions of the role of the superintend­
ent in collective negotiations. The findings relative to each hypothesis 
and related information are reported separately. 
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Hypothesis 14 
There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district with 
regard to the role of the superintendent in collective negotiations. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same school district with regard to their perceptions of the role of 
the superintendent in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 50, 
10.29 percent of the responses of board members and superintendents of the 
same district indicated that they were jointly agreed in their perceptions 
of the role of the superintendent in collective negotiations, 4.05 percent 
of their responses indicated that they were jointly undecided, and 35.65 
percent of their responses Indicated joint disagreement. Thus, a total 
of about 50 percent of the responses of board members and superintendents 
of the same school district were identical, while about 50 percent of the 
responses were different. 
The calculated chi-square value of 45.1942 was found to be highly 
significant, exceeding the table value of 13.277 at the 1 percent level. 
Consequently, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating that there is 
a highly significant difference between board members and superintendents 
of the same school district in their perceptions of the role of the 
superintendent in collective negotiations. 
An Individual chi-square value was computed for each of the six 
statements in Part Three of the questionnaire regarding the role of the 
superintendent in collective negotiations to determine any perceptual dif­
ferences between board members as a group and superintendents as a group 
regaLuiug Lliese statements. Five of the statements had significant 
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Table 50. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
school district to statements regarding the role of the 
superintendent in collective negotiations 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 71 10.29 20 2.89 67 9.71 158 
Superintendents U 55 7.98 28 4.05 106 15.36 189 
D 70 10.14 27 3.91 246 35.65 343 
Total 196 75 419 690 
Chi-square (df " 4) - 45.1942 
chi-square values; thus, for these five statements the null hypotheses 
were rejected, indicating that there are significant differences between 
board members and superintendents in their perceptions of these state­
ments. The findings and information relative to these five statements 
are reported separately. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether the superintendent should be a negotiator with full 
authority in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 51, 84.3 percent 
of the board members and 60.0 percent of the superintendents felt that the 
superintendent should not be a negotiator with full authority in collective 
negotiations. Superintendents were considerably more undecided than board 
members regarding this statement. The calculated chl-square value of 
17.794 exceeded the table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level and was. 
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Table 51. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The superintendent should be a negotiator with full 
authority in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
\ 
Agree 7 6.1 12 10.4 
Undecided 11 9.6 34 29.6 
Disagree 97 84.3 69 60.0 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) 
- 17.794 
therefore, highly significant. 
Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether the superintendent should be a negotiator with limited 
authority. As shown In Table 52, 40.9 percent of the board members and 
22.6 percent of the superintendents marked the agree column in the ques­
tionnaire. Neither board members nor superintendents reached any clear 
agreement in their perceptions of this statement. The calculated chl-
square value of 12.718 was found to be highly significant, exceeding the 
table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether the superintendent should be an advisor to negotiation 
for the school board only in collective negotiations. As shown in Table 
5'J, 46.1 percent of the board members and 40.9 percent of the superintend-
for the school board only. Again, there was no clear indication from 
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Table 52. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The superintendent should be a negotiator with 
limited authority in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 47 40.9 26 22.6 
Undecided 20 17.4 40 34.8 
Disagree 48 41.7 49 42.6 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) » 12.718 
Table 53. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The superintendent should be an advisor to negotiation 
for the school board only 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 53 46.1 47 40.9 
Undecided 11 9.6 30 26.1 
Disagree 51 44.3 38 33.0 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) = 11.064 
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these data that board members or superintendents were either in agreement 
or in disagreement with the statement. The calculated chi-square value 
of 11.064 was found to be highly significant, exceeding the table value 
of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
There was disagreement between board members and superintendents 
with regard to whether the superintendent should be a neutral resource 
person in collective negotiations. As shown In Table 54, 66.1 percent of 
the board members and 53.0 percent of the superintendents marked the 
Table 34. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The superintendent should be a neutral resource 
person in collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 27 23.5 20 17.4 
Undecided 12 10.A 34 29.6 
Disagree 76 66.1 61 53.0 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chi-square (df = 2) " 13.207 
disagree column in the questionnaire. Thus a majority of the board 
members and the superintendents felt that the superintendent should not be 
a neutral resource person in collective negotiations. Superintendents 
were considerably more undecided in their perceptions of the statement. 
The calculated chi-square value was 15.2Û7 and the table value ac the 1 
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percent level was 9.210; thus, the chi-square value was highly signifi­
cant. 
Disagreement existed between board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether the superintendent should be a non-participant in 
collective negotiations. As shown in Table 55, 89.6 percent of the board 
members and 75.7 percent of the superintendents disagreed that the 
superintendent should be a non-participant In collective negotiations. 
Clearly, a majority of both board members and superintendents felt that 
the superintendent should be a participant In collective negotiations. 
The calculated chl-square value of 9.805 was found to be highly signifi­
cant, exceeding the table value of 9.210 at the 1 percent level. 
Table 55. Reaction of board members and superintendents to the state­
ment: The superintendent should be a non-participant In 
collective negotiations 
Board members Superintendents 
N % N % 
Agree 3 2.6 2 1.7 
Undecided 9 7.8 26 22.6 
Disagree 103 89.6 87 75.7 
Total 115 100.0 115 100.0 
Chl-square (df = 2) = 9.805 
Hypothesis 15 
There Is no significant difference In perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same bcliuûl uiâLïlûC regarding 
the role of the board of education and the role of the superintendent 
In collective negotiations. 
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There was disagreement between board members and superintendents of 
the same school district regarding the role of the board of education 
and the role of the superintendent in collective negotiations. As shown 
in Table 56, 12.25 percent of the responses of board members and 
superintendents of the same district indicated that they were jointly 
Table 56. Responses of board members and superintendents of the same 
district to all of the statements in Part Two and Part Three 
of the questionnaire regarding the role of the board of 
education and the role of the superintendent in collective 
negotiations 
Board members 
Agree Undecided Disagree Total 
N % N % N % N 
A 155 12.25 44 3.47 140 11.06 339 
Superintendents U 124 9.80 53 4.18 191 15.09 368 
D 129 10.19 56 4.42 373 29.49 558 
Total 408 153 704 1265 
Chi-square (df = 1 4) = 63.5826 
agreed in their perceptions of the role of the board of education and the 
role of the superintendent in collective negotiations, 4.18 percent of 
their responses indicated that they were jointly undecided, and 29.49 
percent of their responses indicated joint disagreement. Thus, a total 
of 45.92 percent of the responses of board members and superintendents of 
the same district were Identical, while 54.03 percent of the responses 
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were different. 
The calculated chi-square value of 63.5826 was found to be highly 
significant, exceeding the table value of 13.277 at the 1 percent level. 
Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected, indicating that there is a highly 
significant difference between board members and superintendents of the 
same school district in their perceptions of the role of the board of 
education and the role of the superintendent In collective negotiations. 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION 
Board members and superintendents were more strongly agreed to some 
aspects of collective negotiations than to others. Likewise, there were 
areas which aroused strong disagreement from either board members or 
superintendents or both. In this chapter, a discussion is presented 
regarding how strongly board members and superintendents agree or disagree 
to various aspects of collective negotiations. 
Views of Board Members 
The responses of board members to the various items in the survey 
instrument are presented in three tables. The first and second tables 
rank items with which board members agreed and disagreed, respectively, 
indicating how strongly they either agreed or disagreed with them. The 
third table lists items which did not receive a majority response from 
board members, indicating areas which need further clarification in 
collective negotiations. 
Board members reacted very strongly to the negotiability of salary 
items. As shown in Table 57, recommend salary schedule, salary credits 
for prior growth and experience, and salary Increments for professional 
preparation received "agree" responses from 86 percent to 93 percent of 
tl»e board members surveyed. Also ranking high in agreement responses 
from board members were items pertaining to negotiation procedure. Table 
57 reveals that five of the six negotiation procedure items listed in the 
survey instrument were perceived as negotiable by more than two-thirds of 
the board members. The sixth item—provision for cost of arbitration. 
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Table 57. Items with which board members agreed 
Rank Item Area Responses 
A U D 
1 Recommend salary schedule Salary Pol. 92.2 2,6 5.2 
2 Salary credits for growth & exp. Salary Pol. 87.8 4,3 7.8 
3 Salary Increments for prof. prep. Salary Pol. 86.1 7.8 6.1 
A Teachers have right to negotiate General 81.7 7.8 10.5 
5 Provisions for negotiation sessions Neg, Proc. 78.3 11.3 10.4 
6 Extra-duty pay for special act. Salary Pol. 78.3 5.2 16.5 
7 Structure of negotiation committee Neg. Proc. 77.4 10.4 12.2 
8 Proc. for recog. of employee org. Neg. Proc. 75.7 14.8 9.5 
9 Expiration date of negotiation agr. Neg. Proc. 73.0 13.9 13.0 
10 Nondiscrimination clause against Rights of 
membership in employee organization Tchrs. Org. 72.2 14.8 13.0 
11 Information pertinent to negotiation Rights of 
made available Tchrs. Org. 72.2 10.4 17.4 
12 Professional code of ethics Personnel Pol. 69.6 9.6 20.9 
13 Health Services Fringe Benef. 68.7 10.4 20.9 
14 Procedure for impasse in neg. Neg. Proc. 67.0 17.4 15.7 
15 Curriculum review Instruc. Prog. 63.5 7.8 28.7 
16 Grievance procedure Personnel Pol. 61.7 20.0 18.3 
17 Development of special ed. programs Instruc. Prog. 59.0 10.4 30.4 
18 Bd.-Take initiative in col. neg. Role of Bd. 58.3 16,5 25.2 
19 Student extra-curric, supervision Instruc. Prog. 58.3 10,4 31.3 
20 Instructional aids Instruc. Prog. 56.5 13,9 29.6 
21 Individual contract terms Personnel Pol. 56.5 6.1 37.4 
22 Provision for cost of arbitration Neg. Proc. 55.7 15.7 28.6 
23 Parent-teacher conferences Instruc. Prog. 54.8 9.6 35.7 
24 Use of building facilities Rights of 
Tchrs." Org. 53.1 1.7 45.2 
25 In-service education Personnel Pol. 53.0 15.7 31.3 
26 Travel allowance Fringe Benef. 53.0 13.9 33.1 
27 Bd.-Negotiate directly with tchrs. Personnel Pol. 53.0 7.0 40.0 
28 Evaluation & applic. of test. prog. Instruc. Prog. 52.2 11.3 36.5 
29 Teacher qualifications Instruc. Prog. 52.2 6.1 41.7 
30 State leg. should enact statute General 51.3 13.0 35.7 
31 Supt.-Advisor to neg. for bd.&tchrs. Role of Supt. 51.3 10.4 38.3 
32 Other than full-time pay Salary Pol. 50.4 16.5 33.0 
33 Pupil progress reports, etc. Instruc. Prog. 50.4 9.6 40.0 
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mediation, or review panel in impasse—received "agree" responses from 
nearly 58 percent of the board members. 
A strong 81.7 percent of the board members believe that teachers 
have the right to negotiate with their local school board. It would 
appear that board members are now prepared to sit down with teachers 
and discuss how negotiations should proceed, perhaps with salary policy 
being an initial topic for negotiation. 
Other items which were perceived to be negotiable by more than two-
thirds of the board members were closely related to the structure of the 
negotiation sessions. They included such items as; 
1. Nondiscrimination clause against membership in employee 
organization 
2. Information pertinent to negotiation, e.g., financial and 
budgetary reports made available to the representative 
organization 
3. Professional code of ethics 
Over half of the board members expressed definite views regarding 
the roles of board members and superintendents in collective negotiations. 
These views indicated their agreement to; 
1. The board of education should take the initiative in setting 
up collective negotiations (58.3%) 
2. The board of education should negotiate directly with 
teachers (53.0%) 
3. The superintendent should be advisor to negotiation for both 
the school board and the teachers (51.3%) 
These perceptions obviously were not the overwhelming choice of all board 
members, but they do indicate a general direction of thought. 
Disagreement was strongly evidenced in the responses of board 
members to several items of a monetary nature. Table 58 reveals strong 
opposition to the negotiability of: 
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Table 58. Items with which board members disagreed 
Rank Item Area . Reeponsee 
A U U 
1 Supt.-a non-participant in col. neg. 
2 Conducting official organization 
business during the school day 
3 Supt.-Negotiator with full authority 
4 Bd.-Negotiate Indirectly with tchrs. 
through someone other than supt. 
5 Payment of prof, organization dues 
6 Organizational rep. allowed time off 
for neg. sessions, etc. 
7 Application of state & fed. funds 
8 Development of tax or bond programs 
9 Distribution of budgetary items 
10 Supt.-A neutral resource person 
11 Use of school equipment 
12 Leave of absence for full-time serv­
ice to tchrs.org.-no loss of tenure 
13 Check-off or dues deduction as a 
right of tchrs. organization 
14 Transfers re: teaching assignments 
15 Bd.-Wait for tchrs. to take initiât. 
16 Faculty conferences on school time 
17 Teachers' personnel files 
18 Teaching assignment in subject areas 
19 Use of school communication system 
20 Teachers' playing a role in 
recommending promotion 
21 Dismissal and resignation 
22 Teaching hours, or teaching day 
23 Evaluation of tchrs.' performance 
Role of Supt. 2.6 7.8 89.6 
Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 7.8 7.0 85.2 
Role of Supt. 6.1 9.6 84.3 
Role of Bd. 9.6 14.8 75.7 
Fringe Benef. 14.8 9.6 75.7 
Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 13.9 14.8 71.3 
Instruc. Frog. 20.0 10.4 69.6 
Instruc. Frog. 24.3 6.1 69.6 
Instruc. Prog. 18.3 13.0 68.7 
Role of Supt. 23.5 10.4 66.1 
Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 27.0 8.7 64.3 
Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 20.0 16.5 63.5 
Rights of 
Tchrs.' Org. 17.4 20.9 61.7 
Personnel Pol. 24.3 13.9 61.7 
Role of Bd. 20.9 18.3 60.8 
Personnel Pol. 27.8 16.5 55.7 
Personnel Pol. 19.1 26.1 54.8 
Personnel Pol. 31.3 13.9 54.8 
Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 32.2 13.0 54.8 
Personnel Pol. 25.2 20.9 53.9 
Personnel Pol. 34.8 12.2 53.0 
Personnel Pol. 40.9 7.8 51.3 
Instruc. Prog. 40.9 8.7 50.4 
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1. Payment of professional organization dues (75.7%) 
2. Development of tax or bond programs (69.6%) 
3. Application of state and federal funds (69.6%) 
4. Distribution of budgetary items (68.7%) 
As guardians of their district's money purse, board members are, perhaps 
with justification, cautious regarding such items. 
Although board members indicated no really strong affirmative views 
regarding roles in collective negotiations, they did Indicate strong 
opposition to several role definitions. Two-thirds or more of the board 
members did not perceive the role of the superintendent in collective 
negotiations to be: 
1. A non-participant (89.6%) 
2. Negotiator with full authority (84.3%) 
3. A neutral resource person (66.1%) 
In other words, board members believe the superintendent has an active 
role to play in collective negotiations. His role might be of an advisory 
nature, as 51.3 percent of the board members indicated in their agreement 
responses to the statement: The superintendent should be advisor to 
negotiation for both the school board and the teachers. Regarding their 
own role in collective negotiations, board members (75.7%) felt that the 
board of education should not negotiate indirectly with teachers through 
someone other than the superintendent. This no doubt partially reflects 
the view of 53 percent of them, stated previously, that the board of 
education should negotiate directly with teachers. It may also indicate 
a definite feeling against bringing in a third party to aid In negotiation 
procedures. 
Board members revealed considerable skepticism to various matters 
pertaining to the rights of the teachers' organization. This was 
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evidenced in their disagreement to the negotiability of the following: 
1. Conducting official organization business during the day (85.2%) 
2. Organizational representatives allowed time off without loss 
of salary for negotiation sessions or grievance hearings (71.3%) 
3. Leave of absence for full-time service to the organization 
without loss of tenure (63.5%) 
4. Check-off or dues deduction, as a right of the teachers' 
organization (61.7%) 
Other items which over half of the board members did not perceive to 
be negotiable may reflect a desire of some board members to curb growing 
teacher power. Items such as the following ones were perceived as not 
negotiable: 
1. Transfers regarding teaching assignment, (e.g., building, subject 
matter, grade) (61.7%) 
2. Teaching assignment in subject areas (54.8%) 
3. Playing a role In recommending promotion to higher classifica­
tion, supervisor, or administrator of fellow teacher (53.9%) 
4. Dismissal and resignation (53.0%) 
5. Teaching hours or day (51.3%) 
6. Evaluation of teachers' performance (50.4%) 
Although responses to these items were not strong, they do Indicate a 
limited content of collective negotiations in the present perceptions of 
board members. 
Thoughts need to be more clearly formulated by board members regard­
ing many aspects of collective negotiations. Board members are not united 
In their perceptions of the negotiability of such items relating to 
personnel policies and practices as: 
1. Mobility 
2. Assault cases and pupil discipline 
3. Teacher facilities 
4. Hours of service before and after regular class periods 
5. Communication within the school system 
6. Teaching assignment for special education programs 
7. Qualifications for professional growth 
8. Duty-free periods for planning, etc. 
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The division of responses regarding these items can be noted in Table 59. 
Board members varied widely in their perceptions of the negotiability 
of items pertaining to teacher activities. However, the direction of 
response was toward disagreement, as is indicated by the following 
percentages taken from Table 59: 
1. Political activities outside school (49.6% disagree) 
2. Personal activities outside school (48.7% disagree) 
3. Employment outside school (47.8% disagree) 
A considerable range of items receiving no majority response from 
board members no doubt reflects the fact that negotiations have not 
proceeded too far or are not yet present in many districts. Thus, many 
board members have not yet been confronted with making decisions regard­
ing them. 
Views of Superintendents 
The responses of superintendents to the items in the survey instru­
ment are presented in this section in three tables. The first table ranks 
items with which superintendents agreed, the second table ranks items with 
which they disagreed, and the third table lists items which did not 
receive a majority response from superintendents. 
Superintendents gave very definite responses to the negotiability of 
most salary items. As shown in Table 60, recommend salary schedule, 
salary increments for professional preparation, salary credits for prior 
growth and experience, and extra-duty pay for special activities received 
"agree" responses from 87 percent to 97 percent of the superintendents 
surveyed. 
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Table 59. Items which received no majority response ftom board members 
Rank Item Area , 
A U D 
1 Procedure for teacher evaluation Personnel Pol. 49.6 14.8 35.7 
2 Lunch period for elementary teachers Personnel Pol. 49.6 11.3 39.1 
3 Lunch period for secondary teachers PerfOftnel Pol. 49.6 11.3 39.1 
4 Teacher discipline or reprimand Personnel Pol. 49.6 11.3 39.1 
5 Regular teacher meetings Personnel Pol. 49.6 7.0 43.5 
6 Duty-free periods for tchr. planning Personnel Pol. 47.8 17.4 34.8 
7 Qualifications for professional 
growth Personnel Pol. 47.8 16.5 35.7 
8 Tuition reimbursement Fringe âenef. 47.8 13.9 38.3 
9 Communication within the school sya. Personnel Pol. 47.0 20.0 33.0 
10 Supt.-Advisor to neg. for bd. only Role of Supt. 46.1 9.6 44.3 
11 Selection and dlstrfb. of textbooks Instruc. Prog. 45.2 19.1 35.7 
12 Overtime pay Salary Pol. 45.2 13.9 40.9 
13 Terminal leave or severance pay Fringe Benef. 44.4 13.0 42.6 
14 Hours of service before and after ' •. 
regular class periods Personnel Pol. 44.3 13.0 42.6 
15 Teacher aids Instruc. Prog. 42.6 18.3 39.1 
16 Mobility Personnel Toi. 38.3 25.2 36.5 
17 Assault cases and pupil discipline Personnel Pol. 41.7 16.5 41.7 
18 Academic freedom Teacher Act. 32.2 28.7 39.1 
19 Supt.-Negotiator with limited author. Role of Supt. 40.9 17.4 41.7 
20 Secretarial and clerical assistance Instruc. Prog. 38.3 18.3 43.5 
21 Teacher facilities Personnel Pol. 40.9 14.8 44.3 
22 Pupil ratio and class size Instruc. Prog. 39.1 15.7 45.2 
23 School calendar or year Inatruc. Prog. 45.2 8.7 46.1 
24 Bd.-Negotiate Indirectly with tchrs. 
through the superintendent Role of Bd. 42.6 11.3 46.1 
25 Teaching assignment for spec. ed. 
programs Personnel Pol. 38.3 13.9 47.8 
26 Employment outside of school Teacher Act. 35.7 16.5 47.8 
27 Personal activities outside school Teacher Act. 33.0 18.3 48.7 
28 Time off to attend professional Rights of 1 
organ, conferences or conventions Tchrs. Org. 38.3 12.2 49.5 
29 Teaching load and sched. of class 
periods Personnel Pol. 41.7 8.7 49.6 
30 Political activities outside school Teacher Act. 33.9 16.5 49.6 
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Table 60. I terns with which superintendents agreed 
Rank Item Area Responses 
A U D 
1 Recommend salary schedule Salary Pol, 97.4 1.7 0.9 
2 Salary increments for prof. prep. Salary Pol. 94.8 3.5 1.7 
3 Salary credits for growth & exp. Salary Pol. 88.7 6.1 5.2 
4 Proc. for recog. of employee org. Neg. Proc. 87.8 6.1 6.1 
5 Extra-duty pay for special act. Salary Pol. 87.0 9.5 3.5 
6 Teachers have right to negotiate General 87.0 7.0 6.0 
7 Health services Fringe Benef. 80.9 10.4 8.7 
8 Provisions for negotiation sessions Neg. Proc. 80.9 9.6 9.6 
9 Structure of negotiation committee Neg. Proc. 80.0 11.3 8.7 
10 Nondiscrimination clause against Rights of 
membership in employee organization Tchre. Org. 79.1 13.9 7.0 
11 Procedure for impasse in neg. Neg. Proc. 78.3 13.0 8.7 
12 Grievance procedure Personnel Pol. 76.5 13.0 10.4 
13 Expiration date of negotiation agr. Neg. Proc. 75.7 15.7 8.7 
14 Information pertinent to negotiation Rights of 
made available Tchrs. Org. 74.8 11.3 13.9 
15 Travel allowance Fringe Benef. 73.0 7.8 19.2 
16 Professional code of ethics Personnel Pol. 73.0 6.1 20.9 
17 Provision for cost of arbitration Neg. Frot. 70.4 19.1 10.5 
18 Duty-free periods for tchr. planning Personnel Pol. 66.1 10.4 23.5 
19 Lunch period for elementary teachers Personnel Pol. 64.4 13.9 21.7 
20 State leg. should enact statute General 64.3 22.6 13.1 
21 Terminal leave or severance pay Fringe Benef. 64.3 17.4 18.3 
22 Tuition reimbursement Fringe Benef. 63.5 16.5 20.0 
23 Lunch period for secondary teachers Personnel Pol. 63.5 14.8 21.7 
24 School calendar or year Instruc. Prog. 62.6 14.8 22.6 
25 Overtime pay Salary Pol. 62.6 13.9 23.5 
26 Individual contract terms Personnel Pol. 60.9 12.2 27.0 
27 Other than full-time pay Salary Pol. 57.4 33.9 28.7 
28 Student extra-curric. supervision Instruc. Prog. 55.7 15.7 28.7 
29 Hours of service before and after 
regular clnss periods Personnel Pol. 54.8 13.0 32.2 
30 Time off to attend professional org. Rights of 
conferences or conventions Tchrs. Org. 53.0 17.4 29.6 
31 Teaching hours, or teaching day Personnel Pol. 53.0 13.1 33.9 
32 Qualifications for professional 
growth Personnel Pol. 52.2 15.7 32.2 
33 Procedure for teacher evaluation Personnel Pol. 50.4 15.7 33.9 
106 
More than two-thirds of the superintendents perceived all items 
pertaining to negotiation procedure as negotiable. Items which are 
closely related to negotiation procedure were perceived negotiable as 
follows: 
1. Nondiscrimination clause against membership in employee 
organization (79.1%) 
2. Grievance procedure (76.5%) 
3. Information pertinent to negotiation, e.g., financial and 
budgetary reports made available to the representative 
organization (74.8%) 
4. Professional code of ethics (73.0%) 
Eighty-seven percent of the superintendents believe that teachers 
have the right to negotiate with their local school board. Perhaps due 
in part to their more direct involvement with teachers, superintendents 
indicated a pattern of stronger agreement than board members to the items 
mentioned thus far. 
Several fringe benefits items also received strong "agree" responses 
from superintendents. These items were: 
1. Health services (80.9%) 
2. Terminal leave or severance pay (64.3%) 
3. Tuition reimbursement (63.5%) 
4. Travel allowance for transportation, food, lodging (73.0%) 
Substantial numbers of superintendents evidenced a willingness to 
regard as negotiable matters relating to the school program such as: 
1. Duty-free periods for planning, etc. (66.1%) 
2. Lunch period for elementary teachers (64.4%) 
3. l.unch period for secondary teachers (63.5%) 
4. School calendar or year (62.6%) 
Again, their direct involvement in the school program may have given 
superintendents a greater awareness of and, consequently, a more united 
voice in expressing areas needing active interaction between the school 
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board and teachers. 
Nevertheless, superintendents (64.3%) believe that the state should 
enact a statute prescribing the content of negotiations for local school 
systems. They obviously feel a need for guidelines in the task of helping 
formulate successful negotiations. Although superintendents expressed 
little awareness of what their specific role in collective negotiations 
should be, perhaps they intuitively sense their need to be knowledgeable 
and capable of serving in an advisory capacity. 
As shown in Table 61, superintendents expressed strong disagreement 
to the negotiability of matters related to the Instructional program such 
as: 
1. Distribution of budgetary items (75.7%) 
2. Application of state and federal funds (74.8%) 
3. Development of tax or bond programs (71.3%) 
They obviously believe that such items do not belong in the domain of 
possible teacher determination. 
Other items which superintendents perceive as not suited to negotia­
tions include: 
1. Playing a role in recommending promotion to higher classifica­
tion, supervisor, or administrator of fellow teacher (71.3%) 
2. Dismissal and resignation (65.2%) 
3. Transfers regarding teaching assignment, (e.g., building, 
subject matter, grade) (62.6%) 
4. Teaching assignment for special education programs (59.1%) 
Tliey, like board members, may be hesitant to hand over so much authority 
to teachers, or they may simply feel that teachers can better express 
themselves regarding these items in a situation other than a negotiation 
session. 
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Table 61. Items with which superintendents disagreed 
Rank Item Area . Responses 
A U D 
1 Supt.-a non-participant in col. neg. 
2 Distribution of budgetary items 
3 Application of state & fed. funds 
4 Teachers' personnel files 
5 Teachers' playing a role in 
recommending promotion 
6 Conducting official org. business 
during the school day 
7 Development of tax or bond programs 
8 Dismissal and resignation 
9 Transfers re: teaching assignments 
10 Payment of prof, organization dues 
11 Supt.-Negotiator with full authority 
12 Organizational rep. allowed time off 
for neg. sessions, etc. 
13 Evaluation & applic. of test. prog. 
14 Teaching assignment in subject areas 
15 Use of school equipment 
16 Evaluation of tchrs. performance 
17 Personal activities outside school 
18 Teacher qualifications 
19 Faculty conferences on school time 
20 Supt.-a neutral resource person 
21 Teaching assignment for spec.ed. 
programs 
22 Bd.-Negotiate indirectly with tchrs. 
through someone other than supt. 
23 Regular teacher meetings 
24 Teacher discipline or reprimand 
25 Use of building facilities 
Role of Supt. 1.7 22.6 75.7 
Instruc. Prog. 11.3 13.0 75.7 
Instruc. Prog. 10.4 14.8 74.8 
Personnel Pol. 13.9 13.1 73.0 
Personnel Pol. 6.1 22.6 71.3 
Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 11.3 17.4 71.3 
Instruc. Prog. 18.3 10.4 71.3 
Personnel Pol. 25.2 9.6 65.2 
Personnel Pol. 20.9 16.5 62.6 
Fringe Benef. 27.0 12.2 60.8 
Role of Supt. 10.4 29.6 60.0 
Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 21.7 19.1 59.1 
Instruc. Prog. 29.6 11.3 59.1 
Personnel Pol. 32.2 10.4 57.4 
Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 30.4 13.0 56.5 
Instruc. Prog. 27.0 17.3 55.7 
Teacher Act. 30.4 14.8 54.8 
Instruc. Prog. 32.2 13.0 54.8 
Personnel Pol. 24.3 21.7 53.9 
Role of Supt. 17.4 29.6 53.0 
Personnel Pol. 30.4 16.5 53.0 
Role of Bd. 17.4 30.4 52.2 
Personnel Pol. 37.4 10.4 52.2 
Personnel Pol. 30.4 18.3 51.3 
Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 34.8 14.8 50.4 
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Superintendents gave no strong expression regarding what their role 
la collective negotiations should be but stated clearly that a 
superintendent should not be: 
1. A non-participant (75.7%) 
2. Negotiator with full authority (60.0%) 
These role definitions represent two extremes which superintendents 
definitely reject. 
Superintendents perceived teachers' organizations as having limited 
rights. Not to be negotiated are: 
1. Conducting official organization business during the day (71.3%) 
2. Payment of professional organization dues (60.8%) 
3. Organizational representatives allowed time off without loss of 
salary for negotiation sessions or grievance hearings (59.1%) 
4. Use of school equipment, typewriters, and duplicating 
machines, as a right of the teachers' organization (56.5%) 
Superintendents evidenced considerable disagreement among themselves 
regarding the nature of board and superintendent roles in collective 
negotiations. Many expressed indecision regarding this aspect of collec­
tive negotiations. This indecision may reflect an unwillingness on the 
part of the superintendents to push negotiations in their districts and 
to entail possible negative reactions from board members. They perhaps 
feel that further involvement will bring out the nature of their roles in 
collective negotiations. Clearly, collective negotiations are now just 
on the threshold of being a reality in most districts. Clarification of 
roJes Is hut a first step in the process of establishing collective 
negotiations. 
Other items to which superintendents gave no majority response are 
llâûéu lû Taulê G2. Xû éûâcâ, â ulïccLlùû ûT pciccpLluii Câu Le 
observed. That a need for further clarification of the content of 
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Table 62. Items which received no majority response from superintendents 
Rank Item Area . Responses 
A U D 
1 Secretarial and clerical assistance Instruc. Prog. 49.6 13.9 36.5 
2 Teaching load and sched. of class 
periods Personnel Pol. 48.7 16.5 34.8 
3 Selection and distrib. of textbooks Instruc. Prog. 48.7 10.4 40.9 
4 Instructional aids Instruc. Prog. 47.0 10.4 42.6 
5 Curriculum review Instruc. Prog. 47.0 9.5 43.5 
6 Teacher aids Instruc. Prog. 45.2 20.0 34.8 
7 Supt.-Advisor to neg.for bd.& tchrs. Role of Supt. 44.3 21.7 33.9 
8 Academic freedom Teacher Act. 43.5 27.0 29.6 
9 Teacher facilities Personnel Pol. 43.5 18.3 38.3 
10 In-service education Personnel Pol. 43.5 17.4 39.1 
11 Bd.-Negotiate directly with tchrs. Role of Bd. 42.6 17.4 40.0 
12 Supt.-Advisor to neg. for bd. only Role of Supt. 40.9 26.1 33.0 
13 Bd.-Negotiate indirectly with tchrs. 
through the superintendent Role of Bd. 39.1 26.1 34.8 
14 Bd.-Take initiative in col. neg. Role of Bd. 32.2 41.7 26.1 
15 Bd.-Walt for tchrs. to take initiât. Role of Bd. 26.1 40.0 33.9 
16 Mobility Personnel Pol. 38.3 21.7 40.0 
17 Leave of absence for full-time serv­ Rights of 
ice to tchrs. org.-no loss of tenure Tchrs. Org. 33.9 26.1 40.0 
18 Check-off or dues deduction as a Rights of 
right of tchrs. organization Tchrs. Org. 40.0 19.1 40.9 
19 Supt.-Negotiator with limited author. Role of Supt. 22.6 34.8 42.6 
20 Employment outside of school Teacher Act. 41.7 14.8 43.5 
21 Communication within the school sys. Personnel Pol. 33.9 22.6 43.5 
22 Pupil ratio and class size Instruc. Prog. 33.0 22.6 44.3 
23 Assault cases and pupil discipline Personnel Pol. 33.9 21.7 44.3 
24 Parent-teacher conferences Instruc. Prog. 40.0 15.7 44.3 
25 Political activities outside school Teacher Act. 41.7 13.0 45.2 
26 Pupil progress reports, etc. Instruc. Prog. 35.7 18.3 46.0 
27 Use of school communication system Rights of 
Tchrs. Org. 36.5 15.7 47.8 
28 Development of special ed. programs Instruc. Prog. 37.4 13.9 48.7 
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collective negotiations exists can be inferred from the varied responses. 
Comparison of Board and Superintendent Views 
Board members and superintendents are in strong agreement regarding 
the negotiability of most salary policy items and negotiation procedure 
items. Superintendents generally indicated the stronger agreement, 
perhaps due in part to their more direct involvement in the school program 
and greater awareness through teacher contacts of the evolving patterns 
of collective negotiations. 
Board members and superintendents expressed strong disagreement to 
the negotiability of such items as: 
1. Distribution of budgetary items 
2. Application of state and federal funds 
3. Development of tax or bond programs 
Both groups clearly feel that areas such as these are out of bounds of 
negotiation territory. 
Teacher activity items were not perceived unitedly by either group, 
indicating but one of several areas which need further clarification in 
the determination of negotiation content. 
Examination of the tables in the preceding sections Indicates some 
basic similarities in the responses of board members and superintendents. 
Many items are perceived in essentially the same way by board members and 
superintendents. Both groups view the rights of the teachers' organiza­
tion as limited, are hesitant to allow teachers to negotiate such matters 
as promotions, dismissals, and teaching assignments, and view the 
x à i u ( .  Qo cxik uxuxpoxtu xjii «.wxxciuuxvc iicgouxcxuxwiia • 
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Superintendents believe more strongly than board members that the 
state legislature should enact a statute prescribing the content of 
collective negotiations for local school systems. Their position of 
relating to teachers and board members has perhaps revealed a greater 
need for guidelines in this matter. 
Board members are more strongly agreed regarding the role of the 
board and the role of the superintendent in collective negotiations. 
Superintendents seem quite undecided about many aspects of their roles. 
Discussions among board members and superintendents with the aim of 
clarifying roles will undoubtedly be necessary as negotiations progress in 
their districts. 
Value of Study 
As collective negotiations develop in various school districts 
throughout Iowa, there will be a need for board members and superin­
tendents to sit down and voice their understandings of how negotiations 
can best proceed in their individual districts. An awareness of where 
board members and superintendents now stand in their perceptions of 
collective negotiations, as is presented in this study, can serve as a 
basis for further development. 
The Future of Collective Negotiations 
Collective negotiations have definitely entered the educational 
scene. I'crreptive individuals can see the groundwork being laid In their 
liisLrifts—growing discontent among teachers, Increasing desire tor 
113 
active involvement on the part of teachers, and growing teacher organiza­
tions. Negotiations can open the door to more effective communication in 
school districts. With wise planning and forethought, board members and 
superintendents, together with teachers, can establish an effective 
procedure in their district and meet a need becoming more and more 
evident—a need for educational personnel to be heard and their needs met, 
with the aim of achieving a better educational system for all involved. 
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CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The general problems of this study were to determine the perceptions 
of public school board members and superintendents of randomly selected 
Iowa school districts (stratified by enrollment size) regarding what 
should be considered negotiable between the board of education and the 
professional staff of public school teachers in the general areas of 
negotiation procedure, rights of the teachers' organization, teacher 
activities, instructional program, personnel policies and practices, 
salary policies, and fringe benefits. This study was also designed to 
determine the perceptions of public school board members and superintend­
ents of these selected school districts relative to the nature of their 
roles in negotiation procedures. 
In the analysis of the problems, the study was constructed to test 
the difference in responses of board members and superintendents which 
might not be attributed to sampling variation. The mailed questionnaire 
method of descriptive research was chosen to compare these perceptual 
differences. This study included only respondents from school districts 
in the state of Iowa which maintained a public high school and which were 
recognized by the Iowa State Department of Public Instruction in 1968. 
The stratified cluster technique of sampling was used. The chi-square 
statistical technique was used to determine whether the sample frequencies 
were significantly different from those which 'rould be expected if only 
chance factors were operating. 
The most salient findings are reported below. 
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Summary of Findings 
For each hypothesis, the following summary of the findings relative 
to collective negotiations is presented. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents in their perceptions of the right of teachers to 
negotiate collectively with their local school board. 
Approximately 82 percent of the board members agreed that teachers 
have the right to negotiate collectively with their local school board. 
Eighty-seven percent of the superintendents agreed. The null hypothesis 
was not rejected. 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents in their perceptions relative to the enactment by 
the state legislature of a statute prescribing the content of 
negotiations for local school systems. 
Approximately 51 percent of the board members agreed that the state 
legislature should enact a statute prescribing the content of negotia­
tions for local school systems. Over 64 percent of the superintendents 
agreed. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 3 
There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district regarding 
negotiation procedure as a negotiable topic in collective 
negotiations. 
Over 62 percent of the responses of board members and superintendents 
of the school district regardine what nhould be negotiable in the 
area of negotiation procedure were identical. Approximately 58 percent 
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of the responses indicated that board members and superintendents of the 
same school district jointly agreed that items relative to negotiation 
procedure should be considered negotiable. About 38 percent of the 
responses indicated differing views between board members and superintend­
ents of the same school district. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 4 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
of the negotiability of items relative to the rights of the teachers' 
organization. 
Nearly 47 percent of the responses of board members and superintend­
ents of the same school district indicated that they viewed the 
negotiability of items relative to the rights of the teachers' organiza­
tion identically. However, responses among the districts were so diverse 
that conclusions were limited regarding their perceptions of the 
negotiability of Items relative to the rights of the teachers' organiza­
tion. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 5 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
of what teacher-activity Items should be negotiable. 
Nearly 37 percent of the responses of board members and superintend­
ents of the same school district Indicated that they viewed these items 
identically. No particular direction regarding agreement or disagreement 
will) these teacher activity items as being negotiable items in collective 
negotiations was discerned. The null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Hypothesis 6 
There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district relative 
to what should be negotiable in the instructional program. 
Over 48 percent of the responses of board members and superintendents 
of the same district indicated that they viewed the negotiability of 
items in the instructional program identically. The data revealed no 
clear agreement or disagreement regarding the negotiability of instruc­
tional program items in collective negotiations. The null hypothesis was 
rejected. 
Hypothesis 7 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
of what should be negotiable in the area of personnel policies 
and practices. 
Approximately 44 percent of the responses of board members and 
superintendents of the same school district Indicated that they viewed 
the negotiability of items relative to personnel policies and practices 
identically. There was no indication in the responses of board members 
and superintendents of the same district to these items as a group that 
they were perceived to be either negotiable or not negotiable in 
collective negotiations. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 8 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
of the negotiability of salary policy items. 
Annrnyfmaf^ly fiS percent of the resoonaes of board members and super­
intendents of the same school district Indicated that they viewed the 
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negotiability of salary policy items identically. Over 62 percent of 
the responses of board members and superintendents of the same school 
district indicated that they jointly agreed that salary policy items 
should be negotiable items in collective negotiations. The null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 9 
There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district with regard 
to whether or not fringe benefits items should be negotiable 
in collective negotiations. 
About 52 percent of the responses of board members and superintend­
ents of the same school district Indicated that they viewed the 
negotiability of fringe benefits items identically. Slightly more than 
one-third (35.30 percent) of their responses indicated that they perceived 
fringe benefits items to be negotiable. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 10 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions of 
the content of collective negotiations. 
Nearly 49 percent of the responses of board members and superintend­
ents of the same school district indicated that they viewed the content 
of collective negotiations identically. Approximately 28 percent of the 
responses of board members and superintendents of the same district 
Indicated agreement regarding the negotiability of items listed under 
content, while about 19 percent of their responses indicated disagreement. 
About 51 percent of the responses indicated differing views between board 
members and superintendents of the same district. The null hypothesis 
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was rejected. 
Hypothesis 11 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district with regard to their 
perceptions of the directness of participation of the board of 
education in collective negotiations. 
Approximately 44 percent of the responses of board members and 
superintendents of the same school district were identical with regard to 
the directness of participation of the board of education in collective 
negotiations. Nearly 56 percent of their responses indicated differing 
views. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 12 
There is no significant difference between board members and 
superintendents of the same school district in their perceptions 
relative to whether the board of education should take the 
initiative in setting up collective negotiations. 
There was agreement between board members and superintendents of the 
same school district relative to whether the board of education should 
take the initiativs In setting up collective negotiations. Approximately 
36 percent of the board members and superintendents of the same district 
viewed the statements Identically. The null hypothesis was not rejected. 
Hypothesis 13 
There Is no significant difference between board members and superin­
tendents of the same school district in their perceptions of the role 
of the board of education in collective negotiations. 
About 41 percent of the responses of board members and superintend­
ents of the same school district relative to the role of the board of 
education in collective negotiations were identical. Nearly 59 percent 
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of their responses were different. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 14 
There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district with 
regard to the role of the superintendent in collective 
negotiations. 
Approximately 50 percent of the responses of board members and 
superintendents of the same school district to statements regarding the 
role of the superintendent in collective negotiations were identical. 
Likewise, about 50 percent of their responses indicated differing views. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 15 
There is no significant difference in perception between board 
members and superintendents of the same school district regarding 
the role of the board of education and the role of the 
superintendent in collective negotiations. 
Nearly 46 percent of the responses of board members and superintend­
ents of the same school district to statements regarding the role of the 
board of education and the role of the superintendent in collective 
negotiations were identical. Approximately 54 percent of their responses 
were different. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Chi-square values were also computed for Individual statements under 
each main heading of the questionnaire to better discern and locate areas 
of difference between board members and superintendents relative to 
collective negotiations. These values reflected perceptual differences 
between board members as a group and superintendents as a group. The 
foJlowing summary includes findings relative to statements which had 
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significant chi-square values and which therefore indicated disagreement 
between board members and superintendents. In each case, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Negotiation procedure 
1. The procedure for recognition of the employee organization is a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations. Approximately 76 
percent of the board members and 88 percent of the superintend­
ents perceived this to be a negotiable item in collective 
negotiations. 
2. The provision for cost of arbitration, mediation, or review 
panel in impasse is a negotiable item in collective negotiations. 
About 56 percent of the board members and 70 percent of the 
superintendents perceived this to be a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. 
Rights of the teachers* organization 
1. The use of building facilities as a right of the teachers' 
organization is a negotiable item in collective negotiations. 
Fifty-three percent of the hoard members and about 35 percent of 
the superintendents agreed with this statement. There was con­
siderable divergence in the responses of superintendents 
regarding the negotiability of this item. 
2. Check-off or dues deduction as a right of the teachers' 
organization is a negotiable item in collective negotiations. 
Approximately 62 percent of the board members Indicated 
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disagreement with this statement, while the superintendents were 
fairly evenly divided in their agree responses (40.0 percent) 
and disagree responses (40.9 percent). 
3. Conducting official organization business during the school daj 
as a right of the teachers* organization is a negotiable item 
in collective negotiations. Approximately 85 percent of the 
board members and about 71 percent of the superintendents 
disagreed with this statement. 
4. Time off to attend professional organization conferences or 
conventions as a right of the teachers' organization is a 
negotiable item in collective negotiations. Nearly 50 percent 
of the board members disagreed with the statement, while 53 
percent of the superintendents agreed with it. There was 
considerable variation in the responses of both board members 
and superintendents. 
5. Leave of absence for full-time service to the teachers' organiza­
tion without loss of tenure Is a negotiable item in collective 
negotiations. Approximately 64 percent of the board members and 
40 percent of the superintendents indicated disagreement with 
this statement. 
Instructional program 
1. Curriculum review is a negotiable item in collective negotiations. 
Nearly 64 percent of the board members and 47 percent of the 
.'îupcrintcndEwts parcalVcu cuiLxculum review lo be a negociabie 
item. 
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2. Teacher qualifications is a negotiable item in collective 
negotiations. Approximately 52 percent of the board members 
agreed with this statement, while about 55 percent of the 
superintendents disagreed with it. 
3. Development of special education programs is a negotiable item 
in collective negotiations. Approximately 59 percent of the 
board members and about 37 percent of the superintendents 
perceived this to be a negotiable item in collective negotia­
tions . 
4. Evaluation and application of testing programs is a negotiable 
item in collective negotiations. Approximately 52 percent of 
the board members agreed with this statement, while about 59 
percent of the superintendents disagreed with it. 
5. Evaluation of teachers' performance is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. Nearly 41 percent of the board members 
and 27 percent of the superintendents agreed with this statement. 
A majority of both board members and superintendents disagreed 
with it. Many of the superintendents were undecided regarding 
the negotiability of this item. 
6. The school calendar or year is a negotiable item in collective 
negotiations. Approximately 45 percent of the board members and 
nearly 63 percent of the superintendents perceived this item as 
negotiable. 
7. Pupil progress reports, promotion, and policies are negotiable 
items in collective negotiations. About 50 percent of the board 
members agreed to the negotiability of this item as compared to 
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nearly 36 percent of the superintendents in agreement with it. 
There was considerable divergence in the responses of both board 
members and superintendents. 
Personnel policies and practices 
1. Teaching hours or the teaching day is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. Nearly 41 percent of the board members 
and 53 percent of the superintendents agreed to the negotiability 
of this item. A majority (51.3 percent) of the board members 
disagreed with it. 
2. Teaching load and schedule of class periods are negotiable items 
in collective negotiations. Nearly 50 percent of the board 
members disagreed with this statement as compared to nearly 35 
percent of the superintendents in disagreement with it. There 
was considerable variation in the responses of board members and 
superintendents regarding the negotiability of this item. 
3. Duty-free periods for teacher planning is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. Approximately 48 percent of the board 
members and approximately 66 percent of the superintendents 
perceived this to be a negotiable item. 
4. Lunch period for elementary teachers is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. Nearly 50 percent of the board members 
and approximately 64 percent of the superintendents agreed with 
this statement. 
5. Lunch period for secondary teachers is a negotiable item in col­
lective negotiations. Nearly 50 percent of the board members 
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and approximately 64 percent of the superintendents perceived 
this item to be negotiable. 
6. Teachers' playing a role in recommending promotion to higher 
classification, supervisor, or administrator of a fellow teacher 
is a negotiable item in collective negotiations. Nearly 54 
percent of the board members and about 71 percent of the super­
intendents disagreed with this statement. 
7. Teacher discipline or reprimand is a negotiable item in collec­
tive negotiations. Responses varied considerably regarding this 
item. Approximately 50 percent of the board members agreed with 
this statement as compared to about 30 percent of the superin­
tendents in agreement with it. A majority (51.3 percent) of the 
superintendents perceived this item not to be negotiable. 
8. Teachers' personnel files is a negotiable item in collective 
negotiations. Nearly 55 percent of the board members and 73 
percent of the superintendents disagreed with this statement. 
Salary policy 
1. Extra-duty pay for special activities is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. Board members (78.3 percent) and 
superintendents (87.0 percent) expressed agreement with this 
statement. 
2. Overtime pay when teachers are required to remain over regular 
class periods is a negotiable item in collective negotiations. 
Approximately 45 percent of the board members and nearly 63 
percent of the superintendents agreed with this statement. Board 
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members varied considerably in their perceptions of this state­
ment with nearly equal numbers agreeing and disagreeing with it. 
Fringe benefits 
1. Tuition reimbursement is a negotiable item in collective nego­
tiations. Approximately 48 percent of the board members and 
nearly 64 percent of the superintendents perceived this to be a 
negotiable item. 
2. Health services as a fringe benefit is a negotiable item in 
collective negotiations. Both board members (68.7 percent) and 
superintendents (80.9 percent) perceived this to be a negotiable 
item. 
3. Terminal leave or severance pay as a fringe benefit is a nego­
tiable item in collective negotiations. Approximately 44 
percent of the board members and about 64 percent of the 
superintendents agreed with this statement. Board members were 
almost equally divided in their agree and disagree responses to 
the statement, apart from those who indicated that they were 
undecided (13 percent). 
4. Travel allowance for transportation, food, and lodging as a 
fringe benefit is a negotiable item in collective negotiations. 
Fifty-three percent of the board members and 73 percent of the 
superintendents perceived this item to be negotiable. 
5. Payment of professional organization dues as a fringe benefit 
is a negotiable item in collective negotiations. Nearly 76 
percent of the board members and about 61 percent of the 
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superintendents disagreed with this statement. 
Role of the board of education in collective negotiations 
1. The board of education should negotiate directly with teachers. 
Fifty-three percent of the board members and nearly 43 percent 
of the superintendents agreed with this statement. An identical 
percentage (40 percent) of board members and superintendents 
disagreed with it. 
2. The board of education should negotiate indirectly with teachers 
through the superintendent. There was considerable divergence 
in the responses to this item. Approximately 43 percent of the 
board members and about 39 percent of the superintendents agreed 
with it. Superintendents (26.1 percent) indicated considerable 
indecision regarding it. 
3. The board of education should negotiate indirectly with teachers 
through someone other than the superintendent. Nearly 76 percent 
of the board members and approximately 52 percent of the superin­
tendents disagreed with this statement. Superintendents (30.4 
percent) again evidenced considerable indecision in their 
perceptions of this statement. 
4. The board of education should take the initiative in setting up 
collective negotiations. Approximately 58 percent of the board 
members and about 32 percent of the superintendents agreed with 
this statement. Nearly 42 percent of the superintendents 
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5. The board of education should wait for teachers to take the 
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initiative in setting up collective negotiations. Nearly 61 
percent of the board members and only about 34 percent of the 
superintendents disagreed with this statement. Superintend­
ents (40 percent) again indicated considerable indecision. 
Role of the superintendent in collective negotiations 
1. The superintendent should be a negotiator with full authority in 
collective negotiations. Both board members (84.3 percent) and 
superintendents (60.0 percent) disagreed with this statement. 
However, nearly 30 percent of the superintendents were undecided. 
2. The superintendent should be a negotiator with limited authority 
in collective negotiations. Responses were quite divergent 
regarding this statement. Nearly 41 percent of the board members 
as compared to nearly 23 percent of the superintendents agreed 
with it. Superintendents evidenced more indecision than board 
members regarding this statement. 
3. The superintendent should be an advisor to negotiation for the 
school board only. Responses to this statement by both board 
members and superintendents revealed almost equal numbers of 
agree and disagree responses. However, nearly 26 percent of the 
superintendents were undecided as compared to approximately 10 
percent of the board members who indicated indecision regarding 
the statement. 
4. The superintendent should be a neutral resource person in col­
lective negotiations. Approximately 66 percent of the board 
members and 53 percent of the superintendents disagreed with 
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this statement. 
5. The superintendent should be a non-participant in collective 
negotiations. Both board members (89.6 percent) and superin­
tendents (75.7 percent) disagreed with this statement. 
A brief summary of the findings relative to statements in the ques­
tionnaire which were found not to have significant chi-square values is 
presented in Appendix C to enable the reader to discern perceptions of 
board members as a group and superintendents as a group relative to these 
items. 
General comments by board members and superintendents regarding 
collective negotiations may be found in Appendix B. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions, which are derived from the findings of 
this study, may be applied to school districts in Iowa as stated in the 
limitations of this study. 
1. Board members as a group and superintendents as a group view 
various aspects of collective negotiations significantly the 
same. 
a. They believe that teachers have the right to negotiate col-
3ctively with their local school board. 
b. In the area of negotiation procedure they perceive the 
following items to be negotiable: 
(1) Structure of the negotiation committee 
(2) Provisions for negotiation sessions 
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(3) Procedure for impasse in negotiation 
(4) Expiration date of the negotiation agreement 
Items pertaining to the rights of the teachers' organization 
are perceived as follows: 
(1) Negotiable 
(a) Nondiscrimination clause against membership in 
employee organization 
(b) Information pertinent to negotiation, e.g., financial 
and budgetary reports made available to the repre­
sentative organization 
(2) Not negotiable 
(a) Use of school equipment, typewriters, and duplicating 
machines 
(b) Organization representatives allowed time off 
without loss of salary for negotiation sessions or 
grievance hearings 
(3) No majority response by one or both of the respondents 
regarding the negotiability of this item; 
(a) Use of school communication system, bulletin boards, 
and mail boxes 
Items pertaining to teacher activity are perceived thus: 
(1) No majority response by one or both of the respondents 
regarding the negotiability of these items: 
(a) Personal activities outside school 
(b) Employment outside school 
(c) Political activities outside school 
(d) Academic freedom 
Items pertaining to the instructional program are perceived 
as follows: 
(1) Negotiable 
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(a) Student extracurricular activities supervision 
(2) Not negotiable 
(a) Development of tax or bond programs 
(b) Application of state and federal funds 
(c) Distribution of budgetary items 
f. Items pertaining to personnel policies and practices are 
perceived as follows: 
(1) Negotiable 
(a) Individual contract terms 
(b) Grievance procedure 
(c) Professional code of ethics 
(2) Not negotiable 
(a) Teaching assignment in subject areas 
(b) Transfers regarding teaching assignment (e. g . ,  
building, subject matter, grade) 
(c) Dismissal and resignation 
(d) Faculty conferences on school time 
(3) No majority response by one or both of the respondents 
regarding the negotiability of these items: 
(a) Teaching assignment for special education programs 
(b) Hours of service before and after regular class 
periods 
(c) Qualifications for professional growth 
(d) Regular teacher meetings 
(e) In-service education 
(f) Mobility (i.e., ease in moving from state to state 
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certification problems) 
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(g) Communication within the school system 
(h) Assault cases and pupil discipline 
(1) Procedure for teacher evaluation 
(j) Teacher facilities, e.g., lounge, parking space, 
desk, storage room 
g. The following salary policy items are perceived to be 
negotiable; 
1. Recommend salary schedule 
2. Salary credits for prior growth and experience 
3. Salary increments for professional preparation 
4. Other than full-time instructional personnel pay 
h. Regarding the role of the superintendent, no majority 
response by one or both of the respondents is indicated for 
the following; 
(1) The superintendent should be advisor to negotiation for 
both the school board and the teachers. 
2. Board members as a group and superintendents as a group view 
various aspects of collective negotiations significantly 
different. 
a. A significantly greater percentage of superintendents than 
board members believed that the state legislature should 
enact a statute prescribing the content of negotiations for 
local school systems. Nevertheless, a majority of both 
board members and superintendents believed this should be 
done. The difference indicates a greater hesitancy on the 
part of board members to have state laws determine a local 
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school situation. 
Board members and superintendents have significantly dif­
ferent perceptions regarding these items pertaining to 
negotiation procedure: 
(1) A majority of board members and superintendents perceived 
procedure for recognition of the employee organization 
to be negotiable. A significantly greater percentage of 
superintendents than board members perceived this item 
to be negotiable. The difference Indicates that more 
board members are undecided regarding this item. 
(2) A significantly greater percentage of superintendents 
than board members perceived provision for cost of 
arbitration, mediation, or review panel in Impasse to 
be negotiable. A majority of both respondents perceived 
this item to be negotiable. The difference indicates 
that board members are more hesitant to negotiate this 
Item. 
Board members and superintendents have significantly differ­
ent perceptions regarding the following items pertaining to 
the rights of the teachers' organization: 
(1) A majority of board members perceived the use of building 
facilities, e.g., assembly hall, to be a negotiable item, 
while a majority of superintendents perceived this item 
not to be negotiable. Board members and superintendents 
are at variance regarding this item. 
(2) A majority of board members perceived check-off or dues 
deduction as a right of the teachers' organization not 
to be negotiable, whereas superintendents were nearly 
equally divided in their perceptions of this item as 
negotiable and not negotiable. The difference indicates 
that board members are more hesitant than superintendents 
to negotiate check-off or dues deduction as a right of 
the teachers' organization. 
(3) Whereas a majority of both board members and superintend­
ents perceived conducting official organization business 
during the school day as a right of the teachers' 
organization not to be a negotiable item, a significantly 
greater percentage of board members than superintendents 
indicated this perception. The difference indicates that 
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superintendents are more undecided regarding this item. 
(4) Nearly a majority of the board members perceived time 
off to attend professional organization conferences 
or conventions as a right of the teachers' organization 
not to be negotiable. A majority of superintendents 
perceived this item to be negotiable. Board members and 
superintendents are in disagreement regarding this item. 
(5) A majority of board members perceived leave of absence 
for full-time service to organization without loss of 
tenure not to be negotiable. Superintendents gave no 
majority response, although a substantial number of them 
also perceived this item not to be negotiable. The 
difference Indicates that more board members than 
superintendents are hesitant to negotiate this Item. 
d. Board members and superintendents differ significantly in 
their perceptions of the negotiability of several items 
relating to the instructional program. 
(1) A majority of board members perceived curriculum review 
to be a negotiable item. Superintendents gave no majority 
response, with substantial numbers of them agreeing and 
disagreeing to the negotiability of this item. The 
difference indicates that board members are more willing 
than superintendents to negotiate curriculum review. 
(2) In their perceptions of the negotiability of teacher 
qualifications, a majority of board members regarded this 
item as negotiable, and a majority of superintendents 
regarded it as not negotiable. Board members and superin­
tendents are at variance regarding this item. 
(3) A majority of board members perceived the development of 
special education programs to be a negotiable item. 
Superintendents gave no majority response, although a 
substantial number of them indicated that they perceived 
this item not to be negotiable. The difference indicates 
that board members are more willing to negotiate this 
item. 
(4) A majority of board members perceived evaluation and 
application of testing programs to be a negotiable item. 
A majority of superintendents perceived this item not to 
be negotiable. Board members and superintendents are in 
disagreement regarding this Item. 
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(5) Both board members and superintendents perceived evalua­
tion of teachers' performance not to be negotiable. 
However, a significantly greater percentage of board 
members than superintendents perceived this item to be 
negotiable. The difference indicates that more 
superintendents are undecided regarding the negotia­
bility of this item. 
(6) Nearly equal numbers of board members perceived the 
school calendar or year to be negotiable and not 
negotiable. A majority of the superintendents felt this 
item should be negotiable. Superintendents are more 
willing than board members to negotiate this item. 
(7) A majority of board members perceived pupil progress 
reports, promotion, and policies to be negotiable. 
Superintendents gave no majority response, although a 
substantial number of them perceived these items not to 
be negotiable. It may be concluded that board members 
are more willing than superintendents to consider these 
items to be negotiable. 
Regarding personnel policies and practices, board members 
and superintendents view the following items in 
significantly different ways: 
(1) A majority of board members perceived teaching hours or 
the teaching day not to be negotiable; a majority of 
superintendents perceived this item to be negotiable. 
Board members and superintendents are at variance 
regarding this item. 
(2) Neither board members nor superintendents gave a 
majority response regarding the negotiability of teach­
ing load and schedule of class periods. However, more 
board members than superintendents perceived these 
items not to be negotiable. Superintendents indicated 
more indecision. It may be concluded that superintend­
ents are more undecided than board members regarding 
the negotiability of these items. 
(3) A significantly greater percentage of superintendents 
than board members perceived duty-free periods for 
teacher planning to be a negotiable item. The differ­
ence indicates that superintendents are more willing to 
negotiate this item. 
(4) A majority of superintendents and nearly a majority of 
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board members perceived lunch period for elementary 
teachers and lunch period for secondary teachers to be 
negotiable items in collective negotiations. A 
significantly greater percentage of superintendents 
than board members perceived these items to be 
negotiable. It may be concluded that superintendents 
are more willing to negotiate these items. 
(5) A majority of both board members and superintendents 
perceived teachers' playing a role in recommending 
promotion to higher classification, supervisor, or 
administrator of a fellow teacher not to be negotiable. 
However, a significantly greater percentage of superin­
tendents than board members Indicated this perception. 
The difference indicates that superintendents are more 
hesitant to negotiate this item. 
(6) Nearly a majority of board members perceived teacher 
discipline or reprimand to be a negotiable item. A 
majority of superintendents perceived this item not to 
be negotiable. Board members and superintendents are at 
variance regarding the negotiability of this item. 
(7) A significantly greater percentage of superintendents 
than board members perceived teachers' personnel files 
not to be a negotiable item in collective negotiations. 
However,, a majority of both respondents indicated this 
perception. Superintendents are more opposed to 
negotiating this item, while board members are more 
undecided. 
f. Significant differences exist between board members and 
superintendents regarding negotiable salary policy items. 
(1) Both board members and superintendents perceived extra-
duty pay for special activities to be a negotiable item. 
More superintendents than board members perceived this 
item as negotiable. It may be concluded that board 
members are more hesitant to negotiate this salary 
policy item. 
(2) A majority of superintendents perceived overtime pay when 
teachers are required to remain over regular class 
periods to be a negotiable item. Board members gave no 
majority response, with similar numbers of them agreeing 
and disagreeing to the negotiability of this item. The 
difference indicates that board members are more 
unwilling than superintendents to negotiate this item. 
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g. Board members and superintendents differ significantly in 
their perceptions of the following items relating to fringe 
benefits: 
(1) A significantly greater percentage of superintendents 
than board members perceived tuition reimbursement to 
be a negotiable item. It may be concluded that board 
members are more opposed to negotiating this item. 
(2) A majority of both board members and superintendents 
perceived health services as a fringe benefit to be 
negotiable. However, more superintendents than board 
members indicated this perception. The difference 
indicates that board members are less willing than 
superintendents to negotiate this item. 
(3) Superintendents perceived terminal leave or severance 
pay as a fringe benefit to be a negotiable item. Almost 
equal numbers of board members agreed and disagreed to 
the negotiability of this item. Board members are 
considerably less willing than superintendents to 
negotiate this Item. 
(4) Board members and superintendents both agreed to the 
negotiability of travel allowance for transportation, 
food, and lodging as a fringe benefit. A greater 
percentage of superintendents than board members 
perceived this Item to be negotiable. It may be con­
cluded that board members are more hesitant to negotiate 
this item. 
(5) A majority of both board members and superintendents 
perceived payment of professional organization dues as a 
fringe benefit not to be a negotiable item. More board 
members than superintendents indicated this perception. 
The difference indicates that board members are more 
opposed to negotiating this item. 
h. There are significant differences between board members and 
superintendents regarding the role of the board of education 
in collective negotiations. 
(1) A majority of board members felt that the board of educa­
tion should negotiate directly with teachers. Responses 
of superintendents varied regarding this item. It may be 
concluded that superintendents are more undecided than 
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board members regarding this aspect of the role of the 
board of education in collective negotiations. 
(2) Neither board members nor superintendents gave a 
majority response with regard to whether the board of 
education should negotiate indirectly with teachers 
through the superintendent. However, superintendents 
indicated more indecision than board members regarding 
this statement. Superintendents are less certain of 
this aspect of the role of the board of education in 
collective negotiations. 
(3) Both board members and superintendents believed that the 
board of education should not negotiate indirectly with 
teachers through someone other than the superintendent. 
More board members than superintendents indicated this 
response. A considerable number of superintendents are 
undecided regarding this statement. 
(4) A majority of board members believed that the board of 
education should take the initiative in setting up col­
lective negotiations. Responses of superintendents to 
this statement varied. It may be concluded that many 
superintendents are undecided regarding this matter. 
(5) A majority of board members disagreed with the statement: 
The board of education should wait for teachers to take 
the initiative in setting up collective negotiations. 
Superintendents varied considerably in their perceptions 
of this statement. Superintendents are quite undecided 
regarding this statement. 
1. Board members and superintendents differ significantly in 
their perceptions of the role of the superintendent in 
collective negotiations. 
(1) Both board members and superintendents believed that the 
superintendent should not be a negotiator with full 
authority in collective negotiations. However, a 
greater percentage of board members than superintendents 
indicated this perception. The difference indicates that 
many superintendents are undecided regarding this 
statement. 
(2) Neither board members nor superintendents gave a majority 
response with regard to whether the superintendent should 
be a negotiator with limited authority in collective 
negotiations. Superintendents' responses to this 
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statement varied considerably. It may be concluded that 
many superintendents are undecided regarding this aspect 
of their role In collective negotiations. 
(3) Responses of board members and superintendents with 
regard to whether the superintendent should be an advisor 
to negotiation for the school board only varied consider­
ably. More superintendents than board members are 
undecided regarding this statement. 
(4) A majority of both board members and superintendents 
believed that the superintendent should not be a neutral 
resource person in collective negotiations. A 
significantly greater percentage of board members than 
superintendents indicated this response. Many superin­
tendents are undecided with regard to this aspect of their 
role in collective negotiations. 
(5) Board members and superintendents believed that the super­
intendent should be a participant in collective 
negotiations. More board members than superintendents 
indicated this perception. Many superintendents are 
undecided regarding this statement. 
3. Board members and superintendents of the same school district 
perceive the following areas significantly the same: 
a. Board members and superintendents of the same school district 
perceive the negotiability of teacher-activity items in a 
similar manner. 
b. Board members and superintendents of the same school district 
are generally agreed in their perceptions of who should take 
the initiative In setting up collective negotiations. 
4. Board members and superintendents of the same school district 
differ significantly in their perceptions of several aspects of 
collective negotiations. 
a. Board members and superintendents of the same school district 
differ slgnlticantiy in their perceptions of whac should be 
in the content of collective negotiations. Specifically, 
they differ with regard to the negotiability of; 
(1) Negotiation procedure items 
(2) Items pertaining to the rights of the teachers' organiza­
tion 
(3) Items relating to the instructional program 
(4) Items pertaining to personnel policies and practices 
(5) Salary policy items 
(6) Fringe benefits items 
b. Board members and superintendents of the same school district 
also differ significantly in their perceptions of the role 
of the board of education in collective negotiations. 
Specifically, they differ with regard to: 
(1) How directly the board of education should participate 
with teachers in collective negotiations. 
c. Board members and superintendents of the same school district 
are not agreed regarding the nature of the role of the 
superintendent in collective negotiations. 
The study further revealed: 
a. Generally, board members and superintendents perceive items 
pertaining to negotiation procedure to be negotiable. 
b. Board members and superintendents are generally agreed that 
items pertaining to salary should be negotiable. 
c. As a group, board members and superintendents reflect 
indecision regarding the negotiability of teacher-activity 
I tom.Q. 
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d. Board members are more hesitant than superintendents to 
negotiate items pertaining to financial matters. 
e. Board members are more certain of their role and the role 
of the superintendent in collective negotiations, whereas 
superintendents reflect more indecision regarding the nature 
of these roles. 
f. Generally, board members and superintendents of the same 
school district differ in their perceptions of items 
pertaining to collective negotiations. 
g. Varied responses to many items in the questionnaire indicate 
that board members and superintendents have not yet complete­
ly formulated their thoughts on many items pertaining to 
collective negotiations. 
Limitations 
The study was limited to members of public school boards of education 
and public school superintendents for the 1968-1969 school year of school 
districts maintaining four-year high schools in Iowa. 
The findings were based upon a 100 percent return of the survey 
instrument from members of public school boards of education and public 
school superintendents selected from a stratified cluster random sample 
of public school districts in Iowa. It was assumed that the respondents' 
perceptions were representative of the population they represented. 
No attempt was made in this study to classify superintendents by age, 
experience, tenure, or other category. Similarly, board members were not 
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classified by profession, tenure, or other category in this study. 
Recommendations 
This study was designed to obtain perceptions from members of public 
school boards of education and public school superintendents regarding 
collective negotiations. The findings of this study should prove valuable 
to members of boards of education, superintendents, and teachers in 
approaching collective negotiations. It is recommended that the findings 
also be made available to interested groups such as the National Education 
Association and its affiliates, the Iowa State Education Association and 
its affiliates, the American School Board Association and its affiliates, 
the Iowa School Board Association and its affiliates, and the American 
Association of School Administrators and its affiliates for informational 
and in-service purposes. 
Recommendations for further research are suggested by the results of 
this study. The Iowa findings cannot describe school board members' and 
superintendents' perceptions in states with a larger population or 
consisting of larger school systems. Thus, a study could be made which 
would Increase the geographic area and include a more heterogeneous 
population. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND FOLLOW-UP LETTERS 
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Dear Board Member; 
Presently I am a high school principal, so I am well aware 
of how busy school board members are. 
I am conducting a research study in cooperation with 
Dr. Ross Engel of Iowa State University to determine the 
perceptions of public school board members and superin­
tendents of the content of collective negotiations as well 
as the nature of the roles of board members and superin­
tendents in collective negotiations. 
After a compilation of the responses to this questionnaire 
has been completed, it is my intention to present them in 
my I.S.U. doctoral dissertation. It is vitally important 
that you return the questionnaire even if your district is 
not presently active in collective negotiations. 
NO individual or school district will be Identified in the 
publication of the results of this study. The returns 
will be treated in a strictly confidential manner and NO 
Individual response will be identifiable. Please note 
that I am asking for your personal opinion regarding col­
lective negotiations, not that of the entire board of 
education. 
A self-addressed, stamped envelope has been enclosed for 
your convenience. Your participation in this study is 
sincerely appreciated. 
Respectfully, 
H. Jerry Borger 
515-677-2223 office 
515-677-2229 home 
Minburn 
Iowa 50167 
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Dear Superintendent: 
I am conducting a research study in cooperation with 
Dr. Ross Engel of Iowa State University to determine the per­
ceptions of public school board members and superintendents 
of the content of collective negotiations as well as the 
nature of the roles of board members and superintendents in 
collective negotiations. 
This study requires the total participation of the 115 
board members and the 115 superintendents selected for the study. 
It is vitally important that you return the questionnaire even 
if your district is not presently active in collective negotia­
tions . 
After a compilation of the responses to this questionnaire 
has been completed, it is my intention to present them in my 
doctoral dissertation. 
No individual or school district will be identified in the 
publication of the results of this study. The returns will be 
treated in a strictly confidential manner and no individual 
responses will be identifiable. 
A self-addressed stamped envelope has been enclosed for 
your convenience. Your participation in this study is sincerely 
appreciated. 
Respectfully, 
11. Jerry Borger 
515-677-2223 office 
Mlnhurn 
Iowa 50 J67 
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Your opinion is needed regarding the content of collective negotiations 
as well as what the roles of board members and superintendents should be 
in negotiation procedures. 
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS AS FOLLOWS: If the statement is 
one with which you have agreement make a circle around the A; if the 
statement is one with which you are undecided make a circle around the U; 
if Che statement is one with which you are in disagreement make a circle 
around the D. 
1. Teachers have the right to negotiate collectively 
wi«-h the local school board AUD 
2. The state legislature should enact a statute prescribing 
the content of negotiations for local school systems ... AUD 
I. THE CONTENT OF COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS should include; 
(NOTE ; Please think of each content item in terms 
of whether or not it should be negotiable, 
not in terms of a decisiuu regarding its 
acceptance or rejection in the school district.) 
A. Negotiation procedure 
1. Procedure for recognition of the employee 
organization AUD 
2. Structure of the negotiation committee AUD 
3. Provisions for negotiation sessions AUD 
4. Procedure for impasse in negotiation AUD 
5. Provision for cost of arbitration, mediation, 
or review panel in impasse AU D 
6. Expiration date of the negotiation agreement ... AUD 
B. Rights of Teachers ' Organization 
1. Nondiscrimination clause against membership 
in employee organization AUD 
2. Use of building facilities, e.g., assembly 
hall AUD 
3. Check-off or dues deduction AUD 
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(REMINDER: Please think of each content item in terms of whether or not 
it should be negotiable, not in terms of a decision regarding 
its acceptance or rejection in the district.) 
4. Use of school equipment, typewriters, and 
duplicating machines A U D 
5. Use of school communication system, 
bulletin boards, and mail boxes A U D 
6. Information pertinent to negotiation, e.g., 
financial and budgetary reports made available to 
the representative organization AUD 
7. Organizational representatives allowed time 
off without loss of salary for negotiation 
sessions or grievance hearings AUD 
8. Conducting official organization business 
during the day A U D 
9. Time off to attend professional organization 
conferences or conventions AUD 
10. Leave of absence for full-time service 
to organization without loss of tenure AUD 
C. Teacher Activity 
1. Personal activities outside school AUD 
2. Employment outside school AUD 
3. Political activities outside school AUD 
4. Academic freedom A U D 
J). Instructional Program 
1. Curriculum review A U D 
2. Teacher qualification AUD 
3. Development of special education programs .... AUD 
4. Development of tax or bond programs AUD 
5. Application of state and federal funds AUD 
6. Evaluation and application of testing programs . . AUD 
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(REMINDER; Please think of each content item in terns of whether or not 
it should be negotiable, not in terms of a decision regarding 
its acceptance or rejection in the district.) 
7. Distribution of budgetary items AUD 
8. Evaluation of teachers' performance AUD 
9. Selection and distribution of textbooks AUD 
10. Pupil ratio and class size AUD 
11. Instructional aids which are available for 
the teachers' use in development, planning, 
and teaching in the classroom AUD 
12. Teacher aids to relieve the teacher of 
extraneous duties A U D 
13. Secretarial and clerical assistance in the 
preparation of reports, tests, and programs ... AUD 
14. School calendar or year AUD 
15. Pupil progress reports, promotion, and 
policies A U D 
16. Student extracurricular activities supervision . . AUD 
17. Parent-teacher conferences AUD 
E. Personnel Policies and Practices 
1. Individual contract terms AUD 
2. Teaching hours or day A U D 
3. Teaching load or schedule of class periods .... AUD 
4. Teaching assignment in subject areas AUD 
5. Teaching assignment for special education 
programs A U D 
6. Hours of service before and after regular 
class periods AUD 
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: Please think of each content item in terms of whether or not 
it should be negotiable, not in terms of a decision regarding 
its acceptance or rejection in the district.) 
7. Duty-free periods for planning, etc A U D 
8. Lunch period for elementary teachers A U D 
9. Lunch period for secondary teachers A U D 
10. Playing a role in recommending promotion to higher 
classification, supervisor, or administrator of 
fellow teacher AUD 
11. Qualifications for professional growth AUD 
12. Regular teacher meetings AUD 
13. Transfers regarding teaching assignment (e.g., 
building, subject matter, grade) AUD 
14. Dismissal and resignation AUD 
15. Grievance procedure . A U D 
16. In-service education AUD 
17. Mobility (i.e., ease in moving from state to 
state without losing pension rights or encounter­
i n g  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p r o b l e m s )  A U D  
18. Faculty conferences on school time AUD 
19. Communication within the school system AUD 
20. Professional code of ethics AUD 
21. Teacher discipline or reprimand AUD 
22. Assault cases and pupil discipline AUD 
23. Teachers' personnel file AUD 
24. Procedure for teacher evaluation ... AUD 
25. Teacher facilities, e.g., lounge, parking space, 
desk, storage room AUD 
Salary Policy 
1. Recommend salary schedule AUD 
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(REMINDER: Please think of each content item in tenns of whether or not 
it should be negotiable, not in terms of a decision regarding 
its acceptance or rejection in the district.) 
2. Salary credits for prior growth and experience . . A U D 
3. Salary increments for professional preparation . . A U D 
4. Extra-duty pay for special activities A U D 
5. Overtime pay when required to remain over 
regular class periods AUD 
6. Other than full-time instructional personnel pay. . AUD 
G. Fringe Benefits 
1. Tuition reimbursement AUD 
2. Health services AUD 
3. Terminal leave or severance pay AUD 
4. Travel allowance for transportation, food, 
lodging A U D 
5. Payment of professional organization dues AUD 
II. ROLE OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION IN COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS 
A. The Board of Education should: 
1. Negotiate directly with teachers AUD 
2. Negotiate indirectly with teachers through 
the superintendent A U D 
3. Negotiate indirectly with teachers through 
someone other than the superintendent AUD 
H. 'I'hti Board of Education should: 
1. Take the initiative in setting up collective 
n e g o t i a t i o n s  A U D  
2. Walt for teachers to take the initiative in 
setting up collective negotiations AUD 
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III. ROLE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT IN COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS 
A. The superintendent should be: 
1. Negotiator with full authority AUD 
2. Negotiator with limited authority AUD 
3. Advisor to negotiation for the school board only. . AUD 
4. Advisor to negotiation for both the school 
board and the teachers AUD 
5. A neutral resource person AUD 
6. A non-participant A U D 
Upon completion of this questionnaire, if you wish to make any comments 
regarding it, please do so in this space. 
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Dear Board Member: 
Being a high school principal, I am aware of the demands 
made upon board members. I would like to have a few min­
utes of your time in order for you to express your personal 
opinion regarding collective negotiations. I am enclosing 
copies of the letter and questionnaire mailed earlier to 
you. You will find my original cover letter on the reverse 
side of this one. 
Marvin O'Hare recently completed a study concerning profes­
sional negotiations in which he questioned superintendents 
and teachers. My study is a companion study in which I am 
questioning superintendents and board members. As yours 
was one of the 115 selected school districts, it is vital 
to the statistical accuracy of this doctoral study that you 
return the questionnaire. Your responses will be treated in 
a strictly confidential manner, as the responses from all of 
the selected districts will be analyzed in total by an I.S.U. 
computer. 
I would greatly appreciate your taking the time necessary 
from your busy schedule to complete and return the ques­
tionnaire in the return envelope within the next few days. 
Sincerely, 
H. Jerry Borger 
515-677-2223 office 
Minburn, Iowa 
Enclosures 
157 
Dear Superintendent: 
I am enclosing copies of the letter and questionnaire 
which were mailed to you on Thursday, February 20, 1969. 
You will find my original cover letter on the reverse 
side of this one. These are for your use in case you 
misplaced the originals. 
Marvin O'Hare recently completed a study concerning 
professional negotiations In which he questioned super­
intendents and teachers. My study is a companion study 
in which I am questioning superintendents and board mem­
bers. It is vital to the statistical accuracy of this 
doctoral study that you return the questionnaire. 
I would greatly appreciate your taking the time neces­
sary from your busy schedule to complete and return the 
questionnaire in the return envelope as soon as possible. 
Sincerely, 
H. Jerry Borger 
515-677-2223 office 
Minburn, Iowa 50167 
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APPENDIX B; 
COMMENTS BY BOARD MEMBERS AND SUPERINTENDENTS 
Board Members 
Basically, salary and welfare items should be negotiable. Other things 
are the responsibility of the board. 
I realize that my answers ignore what has taken place and is still taking 
place in the area of collective negotiations of teachers with school 
boards, but I do not agree that this is what should be done. 
Mandatory negotiations are being overemphasized. In general, I believe 
that school boards are more honest and fair with teachers than teachers 
are with boards. 
It seems to me that the history of arbitrary and rather rigid salary 
schedules (as compared to some sort of merit-pay system) has produced 
the climate in which "negotiations" seem desirable to teachers. I believe 
that the professional teacher and the teaching profession would grow 
better if a "creative" system of remuneration could be developed to 
supplant the "length-of-service, amount of preparation" schedule. 
In my thinking, the school boards, as elected representatives of the tax­
payers, have to take the initiative in getting the whole story of teacher 
negotiations to the public. If the teachers keep this union line, we 
must demand more in return to keep from becoming financially inefficient. 
Ntigoliation between board members and teachers must always be conducted 
In a professional manner. Labor union tactics can only lead us down the 
saint' paths as our railroads have gone. There must be a friendly 
attitude during negotiation in order that we can maintain mutual respect 
for one another. 
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There are some real "nuts" loose in education today and they must be 
restricted to matters involving academic matters . . . The elected school 
boards must continue to function in a viable manner or we will have 
"turned the chicken house over to the foxes." 
Only salary and fringe benefits are negotiable. At some time in the 
future we may wish to make our superintendent our negotiator, with 
limited authority. 
Collective negotiations on a local level we now practice. However, the 
evolving nature of professional negotiations is quite a different matter 
and one understood by very few people on our local level. I am not 
anxious to see professional negotiations come, as they are so complex and 
are executed on such a large scale that many times the local level gains 
very little from them. 
I think that if negotiations are to be useful, they should not be a group 
of demands set up by teachers and presented to a board on a "taka-it-or-
quit" basis, but rather the problem should be talked over between the two 
factions and a reasonable answer arrived at which would benefit all 
concerned. 
I do not believe in collective bargaining. It will only bring about 
further erosion of the educational system of this state. I believe that 
any school system could have a meeting of minds without leaving the door 
open for the radical element to destroy the real purpose of having a 
school system. 
Although I believe that many of the items in the questionnaire are not 
negotiable, the teachers should have the opportunity to be heard. 
The past several years we as a board set a date to meet with a committee 
of teachers to discuss salary schedule, extra duties, etc. I am happy to 
say that we have been able to agree on a salary schedule, etc., in one 
meeting. I hope this relationship continues. 
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I hope 1 have indicated that the line for communication between teachers 
and the school board should be kept open. 
I favor negotiations with a minimum of state and federal regulations or 
intervention. I favor the control of public schools by local school 
boards insofar as it is possible. Principals and department heads should 
have the jurisdiction of many of the statenents In your questionnaire. 
The superintendent should have some advisory capacity for both the board 
and the teachers and, in certain cases, fill a position with limited 
authority. 
Many areas in the questionnaire are, seemingly, not applicable in local 
school administration. The areas of agreement and disagreement are 
practices that are currently in effect in the district I represent. 
As a board member, I have encouraged the teachers to make recommendations 
for the improvement of all things connected with the school such as cur­
riculum, text materials, salary, etc. If the lines of communication break 
down, then some of my ideas on what to negotiate may differ somewhat. 
I have answered the questions to the best of my ability and understanding 
of the matter. State-wide collective bargaining, I am opposed to. The 
present functioning of school boards and teacher organizations, I think, 
is the most democratic way. I am also opposed to the Great Plains Idea. 
Some of us have worked hard to bring the schools up to the present 
standards, and we don't want them thrown overboard. 
Some of these questions depend on the size of the system and number of 
people involved. Collective negotiations is another good talking point 
of the small school system. You know the personnel better and are able to 
communicate easier with them. 
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I do not like the term "right" in that teachers should have the right to 
negotiate. I get the picture of two four-year-old boys quarreling over a 
toy. I hope that our teachers are above this. In my opinion, many of 
the questions belong in a grievance session of teachers and board members 
either as a body or by committee and do not belong in the conditions of a 
contract. It is my opinion that board decisions should be made that will 
develop more individual initiative in both the pupil and teacher. I am 
not a believer of mass development. 
It is a sad day when teachers unionize and think only of what points to 
negotiate. Education becomes lost in the shuffle. When teachers begin to 
run everything and make all decisions, school boards will be a thing of 
the past, and will we need administrators? 
Most interesting questions. You will note many "D" answers, the reason 
being the result of the problems eastern schools have in negotiations 
with their teachers. Some systems must clear up 30 items before they can 
get together. I feel the fewer items the better for both teachers and 
board. It seems that the teachers want to share a major role in all 
decisions in the district. If so, they must share in the mistakes as 
well as in the successes. 
A sound bill, in my opinion, is one that will set out salaries and 
conditions of employment. All policy matters should be left to the board. 
This is not to say that the teachers should not be consulted, even though 
I have answered many of your questions with a "D". On all these matters 
it is important to keep a good sound line of communication open. In our 
school district we will not have a board meeting without teachers being 
represented by their local association and building representative. I am 
a firm believer in the team approach to education, and a good sound 
negotiation law will help make the board and teachers an even better team, 
allowing us the time to devote to our common goal—THE CHILDREN. 
At the present time, teachers regard themselves and are regarded as 
professional people, and the establishment of a teachers' negotiation 
committee by law to negotiate with the school board regarding salaries, 
work schedules, etc., would reduce the status of the teacher as a profes­
sional person to that of an unprofessional person. 
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A negotiation law could possibly eliminate the administrative authority 
of the school board, which represents the electorate, and would put the 
authority of administrating the school district into the hands of the 
teachers. The board is aware and knowledgeable of the district's 
financial conditions and its future possibilities, as well as the 
teachers' role and situation in the district. 
A volunteer teachers' committee which meets with the personnel committee 
of the school board and conducts itself in a professional manner to help 
the school board arrive at a fair teachers' salary, work schedule, 
duties, etc., is able to accomplish more for the benefit of the school 
district, teachers, and the students than negotiations forced upon the 
teachers and school board, as a negotiation law would prescribe. 
School board members serve without pay. A negotiation law would make 
the position of a school board member undesirable. Those who would 
take the position would not devote the many long hours for the school 
district as they do at the present time. It is difficult now to find 
people to serve on the board due to the time involved in keeping the 
district within its financial limits of ability to pay the costs of the 
district, as well as development of board policies for the successful 
educational program and administrational conduct of the school district. 
As the Iowa law is now written, teachers have the assurance of a position 
as long as they desire to teach and perform their duties, provided they 
are not guilty of infractions as defined by the law. This assurance of a 
position is not enjoyed by anyone outside of the teaching profession. 
It would appear impossible for teachers to act as employees, like 
ordinary union members are, and still control or attempt to control 
functions of management as curriculum, textbooks, pupil development, etc., 
without becoming involved in a conflict of interest situation with which 
neither teachers nor administration could cope. For administration to be 
members of the NEA and its local is a non sequitur. 
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Superintendents 
If the teachers get the right to negotiate on everything they want, I 
would like to know when they are going to teach. I feel that if the 
teachers want this right, then they should get into administration. I 
really don't think the teachers want this power, but it is being pushed 
at them from the ISEA-NEA, particularly regarding higher salaries. All 
of this is going to end up as setting the maximum salary at the end of 
4 or 5 years, and I don't think the teachers really want this type of 
organization. 
I really need to study and read more about "collective negotiations." 
I believe that teachers should be able to negotiate on welfare items. 
Developing policy and other administrative matters should be left to the 
board of education and administration. The constituents of a school 
district must be able to replace their policymakers. This they can do at 
election time with boards of education. If teachers' organizations gain 
the right to determine policy and at the same time are protected by 
tenure, patrons of a school district would have a difficult time changing 
policies. 
The superintendent should represent the students of the district as well 
as be advisor to both the teachers and the board of education. 
The role of the superintendent in collective negotiations depends entirely 
upon the size of school and whether or not the superintendent has an 
assistant. Perhaps the superintendent will have to wear two hats in many 
Instances, because surely the teachers will be in need of Fuch information 
as valuation, bonded indebtedness, average per pupil cost, adjusted growth 
increase, etc. I believe the superintendent must be on the team 
representing the board of education and have as his team members 
representatives of each level of the school organization, who would be the 
principals. 
I do not consider in my answers that many items are negotiable, although I 
do think In many of these statements opinions and discussions should be 
QfllloV» f , 
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There seems to be a push to choose sides and to outline specific 
responsibilities of the teachers, boards, parents, administrators, 
legislators, state agencies, etc. Each wants his two cents in determining 
the educational program. However, as organized as educators are becoming 
in their fight for these specifics, I'm sure that in the current 
tradition, these decisions will rest with the "pros" . . . 
Some of these statements are hard to evaluate, I guess due to my personal 
feeling or my being too much of a traditionalist in aspects concerning 
work and working contracts. 
Many of the statements I would answer in one way in one school system and 
another way in a different system. School size and number of teachers 
would make a difference in general procedure for negotiations. 
The teacher's voice is absolutely essential. We must listen to him and 
follow his ideas wherever possible. The board, of course, represents the 
people and in our society the people must have the power. Teachers are 
the experts and boards must listen to their advice. It is generally 
correct. But the board must have the right to reject any or all proposals. 
Most of us in this district know each other well. Many have worked here 
for years. The only reason that the superintendent has encouraged the 
faculty to organize is to acquaint young and mobile teachers with what 
negotiations are all about. All questions about assignment, salary, 
equipment, etc., are discussed in group meetings before they are official­
ly presented to the board. We find an "open book" administration saves 
"closed door" quarrels. 
I believe we need to work carefully on developing a bargaining system to 
facilitate proper procedures. 
I believe the superintendent and/or some other administrative staff member 
should be the negotiator(s) for the district. This is a short way away 
in Iowa, buc it will come. 
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I conceive the superintendent's role as somewhat different from that 
conceived by most people. He should be a neutral chairman at the 
negotiating table who works to get an agreement—a conciliator, but not 
an arbitrator. General comment: Everything is negotiable once you have 
agreed to negotiate. It's like a pregnancy. There's no such thing as a 
little one. And like pregnancy, laws won't prevent it. It is as 
inevitable as the biological process of life. 
I have indicated "disagreement" with many items under "instructional 
program" and "personnel policies and practices." Consultation with 
teachers on all of these items is necessary and desirable and should be 
encouraged, but not at the same level of negotiations as are matters of 
salary, etc. The Instructional program and personnel policies and 
practices generally lend themselves to the "ro\ind table" discussion 
approach, not to bargaining. 
The proper response to this questionnaire depends upon the "point-in-time" 
in a given situation. It also depends upon past attitudes and actions of 
teachers, board members, and superintendents. Even in those states with 
negotiation statutes, there appear to be an almost endless number of 
court decisions necessary to stabilize relationships. The profession and 
boards can lose much by a vigorous adverse relationship. 
I feel thai: The superintendent cannot straddle the fence and that he 
should admit that he is "management." The scope of negotiations should 
include only the "wages and working conditions" and all other decisions 
should be made only by those who are responsible for the consequences, 
i.e., by administrators and school boards. In all administrative 
decisions, a great amount of consultation and "two-way" communication is 
a "must." 
Many of the things mentioned in this questionnaire we do at this time 
because this is the way a school should be administrated. However, to 
make these things mandatory would remove the control of the school from 
the man trained to do this job. A teachers' group Is too often controlled 
by a "hot-head" or a radical (NEA's George Fisher is an example). Too 
often, the rank-and-file teacher has less to say about the organization 
than how the school is run. 
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If the superintendent is to be negotiator for the Board, he should be 
given the authority to carry out this responsibility. Most of us in 
non-metropolitan school districts will find ourselves in this position, 
whether we enjoy it or not. I feel that by statute teachers should be 
limited in their negotiations to those matters pertaining to economic 
conditions only. 
Negotiations should concern only salary. Other items in this question­
naire should be resolved in a professional manner, not by negotiations. 
Teachers, boards, and administrators had better work together on all 
issues if they are to advance the educational program of students. We 
cannot take up separate sides and resolve the differences. 
As you realize, the only things I think should be negotiated deal with 
financial matters. I don't feel that I really understand the basic 
concepts of negotiations. 
Some of the answers have been colored by the fact that I have always 
worked in schools under 500 students where usually the faculty is a 
close-knit group; and many items asked in the survey have not actually 
come up or have not been a problem. 
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APPENDIX C: 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS OF ITEMS WITH WHICH BOARD 
MEMBERS AND SUPERINTENDENTS WERE IN AGREEMENT 
A brief summary of the findings relative to statements in the ques­
tionnaire which were found not to have significant chi-square values is 
presented below. Board members and superintendents were found to be in 
agreement regarding the negotiability of these items. In each case, the 
null hypothesis was not rejected. 
Item in Questionnaire Bd. Mem. % Supt. % 
' A U D A U D 
I. The Content of Collective 
Negotiations 
A. Negotiation Procedure 
2. Structure of the 
negotiation committee 77.4 10.4 12.2 80.0 11.3 8.7 
3. Provisions for negotiation 
sessions 78.3 11.3 10.4 80.9 9.6 9.6 
4. Procedure for impasse in 
negotiation 67.0 17.4 15.7 78.3 13.0 8.7 
6. Expiration date of the 
negotiation agreement 73.0 13.9 13.0 75.7 15.7 8.7 
B. Rights of Teachers' Organization 
1. Nondiscrimination clause 
against membership In 
employee organization 72.2 14.8 13.0 79.1 13.9 7.0 
4. Use of school equipment 27.0 8.7 64.3 30.4 13.0 56.5 
5. Use of school 
communication system 32.2 13.0 54.8 36.5 15.7 47.8 
6. Information pertinent to 
A  /  T A  O l l O l O O  
négociation maae avaixaoxe ic.t. xo.t x(.-t /n.w 
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Item in Questionnaire Bd. Mem. % Supt. % 
A U D A U D 
7. Organizational representatives 
allowed time off without loss 
of salary for negotiation 
sessions or grievance hearings 13.9 14.8 71.3 21.7 19.1 59.1 
C. Teacher Activity 
1. Personal activities outside 
school 33.0 18.3 48.7 30.4 14.8 54.8 
2. Employment outside of 
school 35.7 16.5 47.8 41.7 14.8 43.5 
3. Political activities outside 
school 33.9 16.5 49.6 41.7 13.0 45.2 
4. Academic freedom 32.2 28.7 39.1 43.5 27.0 29.6 
D. Instructional Program 
4. Development of tax or 
bond programs 24.3 6.1 69.6 18.3 10.4 71.3 
5. Application of state 
and federal funds 20.0 10.4 69.6 10.4 14.8 74.8 
7. Distribution of 
budgetary items 18.3 13.0 68.7 11.3 13.0 75.7 
9. Selection and distribution 
of textbooks 45.2 19, .1 35.7 48.7 10.4 40.9 
10. Pupil ratio and class size 39.1 15, .7 45.2 33.0 22.6 44.3 
11. Instructional aids 56.5 13 .9 29.6 47.0 10.4 42.6 
12. Teacher aids 42.6 18 .3 39.1 45.2 20.0 34.8 
13. Secretarial and clerical 
assistance 38.3 18 .3 43.5 49.6 13.9 36.5 
14. Student extra-curricular 
activities supervision 58.3 10 .4 31.3 55.7 15.7 28.7 
17. Parent-teacher conferences 54.8 9 .6 35.7 40.0 15.7 44.3 
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Item in Questionnaire 
£. Personnel Policies and Practices 
1. Individual contract terms 
4. Teaching assignment 
in subject 
5. Teaching assignment for 
special education programs 
6. Hours of service before and 
after regular class periods 
11. Qualifications for 
professional growth 
12. Regular teacher meetings 
13. Transfers regarding 
teaching assignment 
14. Dismissal and resignation 
15. Grievance procedure 
16. In-service education 
17. Mobility 
18. Faculty conferences 
on school time 
19. Communication within 
the school system 
20. Professional code of ethics 
22. Assault cases and 
pupil discipline 
24. Procedure for teacher 
evaluation 
25. Teacher facilities 
Bd. Mem. % Supt. % 
A U D A U • D 
56.5 6.1 37.4 60.9 12.2 27.0 
31.3 13.9 54.8 32.2 10.4 57.4 
38.3 13.9 47.8 30.4 16.5 53.0 
44.3 13.0 42.6 54.8 13.0 32.2 
47.8 16.5 35.7 52.2 15.7 32.2 
49.6 7.0 43.5 37.4 10.4 52.2 
24.3 13.9 61.7 20.9 16.5 62.6 
34.8 12.2 53.0 25.2 9.6 65.2 
61.7 20.0 18.3 76.5 13.0 10.4 
53.0 15.7 31.3 43.5 17.4 39.1 
,38.3 25.2 36.5 38.3 21.7 40.0 
27.8 16.5 55.7 24.3 21.7 53.9 
47.0 20.0 33.0 33.9 22.6 43.5 
69.6 9.6 20.9 73.0 6.1 20.9 
41.7 16.5 41.7 33.9 21.7 44.3 
49.6 14.8 35.7 50.4 15.7 33.9 
40.9 14.8 44.3 43.5 18.3 38.3 
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Item in Questionnaire Bd. Mem. % 
A U D A U D 
Supt. % 
F. Salary Policy 
1. Recommend salary schedule 92.2 2.6 5.2 97.4 1.7 0.9 
2. Salary credits for prior 
growth and experience 87.8 4.3 7.8 88.7 6.1 5.2 
3. Salary increments for 
professional preparation 86.1 7.8 6.1 94.8 3.5 1.7 
6. Other than full-time 
instructional personnel pay 50.4 16.5 33.0 57.4 13.9 28.7 
III. Role of the Superintendent 
A. The superintendent should be 
4. Advisor to negotiation for 
both the school board and 
the teachers 51.3 10.4 38.3 44.3 21.7 33.9 
